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B ITOMCKAX CKPBITBIX UMEHHBIX BEPIIIMH B KOMITAPATUBAX
(1 HE TOJIBKO) MAJIOKAPAUKWUHCKOT'O YYBAIIICKOT'O"

. B. I'epacumos
Hucmumym stuHegucmuueckux uccaedodaruti PAH

B MasiokapayKMHCKOM JuaJjieKTe YyBallCKOro fA3bIKAa IIpUYacTue IIpo-
IieJiIero BpeMeH! Ha -nd MoXeT 0pOpMJIATb OTHOCUTEJIbHBIE KJIay3hl, CeH-
TeHIWa/IbHBle aKTaHTHl M CTAaHAApTH CpaBHEHUdA, a Takke YNoTpebJAThCA
He3aBUCHMO. B cTaTtbe A Bcex 3THX CJIy4yaeB IIpejJiaraeTcs eAUHBIN CHH-
TaKCHM4eCKUl aHaIn3, KOTOPHIH Npeanosaraer, 4To cyhdukc -nd 03ByunBa-
eT BepminHy T[ense] (11 MHYI0 NOJJOOHYIO BEpIINHY, PACIOIOXEHHYIO BBI-
COKO B pacIIMpeHHO! IJIaroJIbHOH NpoeKiun). BosriasiseMble NpyuyacTys-
MM TPyNIbl B aKTAHTHHIX 1 CPaBHUTEJIBHBIX KJIay3ax MOTYT paccMaTpHBaTh-
¢ KaK KOMIUIEMEHTHI/ONpe/iesieHNs NPy HeIPOM3HOCHUMBIX MMEHHBIX Bep-
muHax. OJHaKO aJbTepHATUBHBIN aHAJIN3 B TEPMUHAX CMEIIAHHBIX PacCIIu-
PEHHBIX NPOEKIMI TakKe He MOXeT ObITh MOJTHOCTBIO OTBEPTHYT.

KiioueBble cJioBa: ‘-IYBaIJ.ICKI/Iﬁ A3BIK, CPAaBHUTEJIbHbI€ KOHCTDPYKIUU,
CEHTEHIAJIbHbIE€ AKTAHThI, IapaMeTphuiYeCKrue€ HNMEHa, CMEIIaHHbI€ ITPOEK-
oy, MpruvacTtre, OTHOCUTEJIbHbIE KJIAay3bl.

Juia murupoBaHusa: I'epacumoB [[.B. B monckax CKpHITHIX MMEHHBIX
BepIIVH B KOMIapaTuBax (1 He TOJIbKO) MaJIOKapauKUHCKOTO 4yBalICKOTo //
Tunosiornsa mopdocuHTakcuyeckux napamerpos. 2021. Tom 4, Bem. 2.
C. 11-36. (Ha aHTJINIACKOM.)

" Uccnenoanue ObUIo moffepxaHo PoccuiickuM GoHAOM (GyHOAMEHTaJIbHBIX HCCIIe0Ba-
Huii, rpaHT Ne 20-312-70009 «I'pammaTryeckrie 0CO6eHHOCTH TIOPKCKUX A3BIKOB I10BOJIKbA».
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LOOKING FOR HIDDEN NOMINAL HEADS
IN POSHKART CHUVASH COMPARATIVES (AND BEYOND)"

Dmitry Gerasimov
Institute for Linguistic Studies RAS

In the Poshkart dialect of Chuvash, the past participle in -n9 is used in
relative clauses, sentential complements, phrasal standards of comparison,
as well as independently. I argue that all these uses can be subsumed under
a unified syntactic account that treats the suffix -nd as an exponent of
T[ense] (or other similar head high in the extended verbal projection).
Apparently nominalized participles in complement and comparative clauses
can be analyzed as complements/modifiers to unpronounced nominal heads.
However, an alternative analysis in terms of mixed extended projections can
not be at present completely ruled out.

Keywords: Chuvash, comparative construction, degree nominals, mixed
projection, nominalization, participle, relativization, sentential complemen-
tation.

For citation: Gerasimov D. Looking for hidden nominal heads in Posh-
kart Chuvash comparatives (and beyond). Typology of Morphosyntactic Pa-
rameters. 2021. Vol. 4, iss. 2. Pp. 11-36.

" This study has been supported by the Russian Foundation for Basic Research, grant No. 20-
312-70009 “Volga Turkic languages: Aspects of grammar”.
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1. Introduction

As is typical for Turkic languages, Poshkart Chuvash' employs what Stassen [1985]
calls a locational strategy for encoding comparison of inequality, with the gradable
predicate optionally (but preferably) bearing the comparative suffix -(dA)rAk and
the standard of comparison invariably marked with the ablative case:

(D xér atca argin atga-ran  gyle(-rek)
girl child man child-aBL  tall-cMPR
‘The girl is taller than the boy.’

2 xér atga-ja arzin atga-ran numaj(-rak) padarka  par-za
girl child-oBJ man child-ABL  many-CMPR gift give-Cv_SIM
‘More presents were given to the girl than to the boy.’

This strategy is inherently phrasal® the standard introduced by the ablative
can only be a DP and when comparing to a standard referred to by a non-DP
constituent, the latter must undergo nominalization in one way or another. In
particular, any standard involving a VP or a larger projection has its main verb
in the form of a past participle bearing a 3™ person possessive suffix to which
the ablative marker is then attached:

3 jep kamba tot-n-in-dzen polo lajk-rax  tad-a-p
I mushroom grab-pC_pST-P_3-ABL  fish good-CMPR grab-NPST-1SG
‘I am better at fishing than at gathering mushrooms.’

The same participial form (-nd) is one of the primary means of encoding re-
lativization in Chuvash [Pavlov 1957: 221-223], cf. (4a—c) from [Logvinova
2019b]. It also appears in a wide range of complement clauses (5):

(4) a. xoligan-zam argin atga-ja xén-etgé
hooligan-pL man child-oBJ  beat-NPST.3PL
‘The hooligans beat the boy.’

! The data for this study mostly comes from original fieldwork (2017-2021) in the village of
Maloe Karachkino (Poshkart), Yadrinsky district, Chuvash Republic. All native speakers consulted
display a mixture of dialectal and standard Chuvash features in varying proportions, which is
reflected in the transcription used (cf. -rak~-rax for the comparative degree marker). To what
extent the findings of the present study may be relevant for other varieties of Chuvash, remains
an open question.

2 Poshkart Chuvash also possesses a genuinely clausal strategy of comparison calqued from
Russian, with a borrowed standard-introducing conjunction tgem [Gerasimov 2020]. This is
beyond the scope of the present paper.
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b. [[éner arzin  atga-ja xéne-né€] xoligan-zam] térme-re lar-atga
yesterday man child-oBJ beat-pc_PST hooligan-pL prison-LOC  sit-NPST.3PL
‘The hooligans who beat the boy yesterday are in prison.’

c. [[éner xoligan-zam xéne-né€] argin atga] bolniz-ra vird-at
yesterday  hooligan-pL beat-PC_PST man child hospital-Loc lie-NPST[35G]
‘The boy whom the hooligans beat yesterday is in the hospital.’

5 val kaj-n-i man-a pazargan-dar-tg-a
s/he go-pC_PST-P_3  1.OBL-OBJ get.sad-CAUS-PST-3SG
‘That s/he has left saddened me.’

Can different uses of the past participle in Poshkart Chuvash be given a uni-
form structural account? In the present paper, I will explore the possibility for
such an analysis, drawing inspiration mainly from two sources: the parametric
typology of participle-nominalizer polysemy proposed in [Dékany, Georgieva
2020, 2021] and the analysis of Japanese comparatives in terms of covert nomi-
nal heads argued for by [Sudo 2009, 2015]. The rest of the paper is structured as
follows. Section 2 recaps Dékany and Georgieva’s proposal. In Section 3, I then
try to apply their model to Poshkart Chuvash data, with the main bulk of the
section dedicated to the syntactic status of nominalized complements, as a more
contentious question that I ultimately leave open for now. In Section 4, I extend
the covert noun analysis to comparative clauses and also discuss outstanding
questions and possible alternative accounts. Section 5 concludes the paper.

2. Theoretical background: Participle-nominalizer polysemy

The pattern exemplified by Chuvash, wherein the same suffix (or other such
morphosyntactic device) appears both in forms heading adnominal clausal con-
structions and in deverbal nominalizations occupying argument positions (6), is
wide-spread in the languages of the world [Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1993: 43-44;
Noonan 1997; Serdobolskaya, Paperno 2006; Shagal 2019: 41-44; inter alia].

(6) a. [yp Lhominatization V-SfX] matrix-V] (nominalization)
b' [DP [relative V-Sfx] N] (relative)

Most recently, [Dékény, Georgieva 2020, 2021] have argued that such cases
should not be viewed as disconnected instances of accidental homonymy, but
rather call for a principled, structure-based account. They argue that this pattern,
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which they label “participle-nominalizer polysemy” for convenience (although no
polysemy as such is involved), arises when the structure of deverbal nominals
(henceforth DVNs) properly contain those of participial relative clauses (henceforth
pRCs). This may happen in various configurations, depending on a few parameters.

The first analytical ramification to consider is whether the shared suffix spells
out a functional head in the extended VP or a nominalizing head that selects an
extended VP as its complement. In the latter option, the “nouny” character of the
suffix provides straightforward explanation of its use in DVNSs, yet forces us to
posit that for whatever reason, pRCs cannot directly modify nouns and need to
undergo nominalization (yielding a mixed extended projection in terms of
[Borsley, Kornfilt 2000]) before being merged in adnominal position.

I see at least three arguments to reject this particular line of analysis for Poshkart
Chuvash®. First, it suggests more structure precisely where we see less overt mor-
phology, and vice versa (cf. possessive marking in (5) vs. lack thereof in (4a-b)).
Second, as we shall see in the next section, there is no independent evidence for
nominalized status of participial relatives. Finally, the forms marked with -no
can appear as predicates of independent clauses (7), suggesting that the suffix
merges at a verbal extended projection hosting temporal/aspectual information:

(7) vaga-ba pefa kugol péger-né
Vasja-INs  Petja pie COOK-PC_PST
‘Vasja and Petja baked some pies.’

Assuming that the shared suffix expones a “verby” head, two further pa-
rameters come in play. First, RCs may modify nouns directly or undergo nomi-
nalization (as it was obligatory under the “nouny” option sketched above). See
the tree diagrams in (8), adopted from [Dékany, Georgieva 2021], where Ptcp
is the head in the extended VP spelled out by the morpheme under considera-
tion and FP is a functional projection within the extended NP responsible for
the composition of the pRC and its head noun®. (8b) only differs from (8a) in
the presence of an additional nominal layer between PtcpP and FP:

® Dékéany and Georgieva also do not find any instantiations of this type among Turkic and
Uralic languages they have studied. Some of the languages surveyed in [Shibatani 2009] seem
like fitting candidates, but more research is needed.

* Note that this parameter is absent from [Dékany, Georgieva 2020] and has only been
introduced in [Dékany, Georgieva 2021]. In this latter work, the projection in question is
labeled AspP instead of PtcpP, but the designation is again conventional: nothing in the
proposed analysis hinges on the precise identity of this projection.
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(8) a. bare RC FP
PtcpP F
VP Ptcp F NP
-sfx
verb noun
(8) b. nominalized RC FP
nP/DP F'
PtcpP n/D F NP
VP Ptcp noun
-sfx
verb

RC nominalization need not be overtly marked. It is evidenced by nominal
properties displayed by the RC: Genitive marking on the subject, obligatorily
possessive morphology, determination, availability of pluralization, etc.

The second parameter deals with the nature of the “nouny” element that dis-
tinguishes DVNs from RCs and gives the former their nominal distribution. This
can be either a functional head like n or D, making a DVN a mixed extended
projection (9a), or a covert lexical noun that takes PtcpP as a clausal modi-
fier/complement (9b-c). The latter type can be diagnosed by the alternation
between overt and covert nouns or by the presence of over light nominals.

(9) a. nominalization VP
/ \
nP/DP \Y
/ \
PtcpP n/D
/ \

VP Ptcp
-sfx

verb
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(9) b. covert N, VP
pRC-modified / \
DP \Y
/ \
/N P\D
PtcpP F
VP Ptcp F N
-sfx
verb covert N
(9) c. covert N, projecting VP
a PtcpP complement / \
DP \Y
/ \
NP D
/ \
PtcpP N
/ \ covert N
VP N
-sfx
verb

The interaction of these two binary parameters (bare vs. nominalized pRCs;
mixed extended projections vs. covert nouns in DVNs) produces three principal
configurations wherein participle-nominalizer polysemy can arise: (i) bare
pRCs and mixed extended projections in DVNs (Kazakh, Udmurt); (ii) mixed
extended projections in both pRCs and DVNs (Modern Standard Turkish); (iii)
bare pRCs and DVNs projected from a nominal head, covert (Uyghur) or overt
(Korean, Kazym Khanty). The fourth logically possible type is not expected to
be attested, since if a language has mixed extended projections in relative
clauses, nothing should prevent them from appearing in argument positions
[Dékény, Georgieva 2021]. So, what place do Chuvash no-forms occupy in the
proposed typology and what consequences does it have for comparative con-
structions with participial standards?
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3. Participle-nominalizer polysemy in Chuvash

3.1. Towards an analysis

The status of Poshkart Chuvash pRCs does not appear to pose any problems, as
they do not bear any formal trappings of nominalization. The argument mark-
ing scheme of main clauses is retained®, as illustrated in examples (4a—c)
above. No possessive or D-like marking is involved, either: when an explicit
nominal head is present, a 3" person possessive maker may attach to it, but not
to the participle itself. I thus conclude that the structures in question are bare
pRCs that directly compose with their head nouns via a dedicated functional
projection. The same morphological profile is characteristic of participial com-
plements selected by content nouns such as saza ‘rumor’, xabar, nova¢ ‘news’,
etc. [Logvinova 2019b; forthc.].

The situation with DVNs in complement clauses is less straightforward, as is
often the case (cf. competing analyses of Turkish data in [Lees 1965; Aygen 2002,
2011; Kornfilt 2003; Kornfilt, Whitman 2011; Dékany, Georgieva 2021; a.o.]).
Past Participle forms used in such structures differ from those in relative
clauses in the obligatory presence of the 3™ person possessive suffix®:

(10) val  kaj-n-*(i) terés mar
s/he go-PC_PST-P.3  true NEG_ASCR
‘That s/he has left is not true.’

It must be noted that in Poshkart Chuvash, the system of possession marking
has largely decayed; only the 3™ person marker remains fully productive and it
has developed an array of determiner-like uses beyond its original function
[Logvinova 2019a]. That in the case of DVN complements we are not dealing
with possession or agreement, is clearly evidenced by examples like (11),
where the 3™ person possessive suffix appears on the participle despite its sub-
ject being the 2™ person:

> In fact, genitive-marked subjects in pRCs are allowed by a distinct minority of speakers,
but this seems to be an ideolectal ideosyncrasy.

¢ Somewhat unexpectedly, omission of the possessive suffix appears acceptable (or even pre-
ferable), at least for some speakers, in DVNs marked with the causal case:

(i) jep xar-ap val  yg-n-(i)-zén
I be.afraid-NPsT-15G s/he fall-Pc_PST-P_3-CSL
‘I am afraid that s/he will fall.’

This may be connected to the adverbial rather than argument status of the clauses in
question, but further study is required. I isolate this case as exceptional and postpone the
explanation for the future.
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(11) jezé man-a itle-n-i kil-éz-et
you I1.OBL-OBJ listen-PC_PST-P_.3  come-REC-NPST[3SG]
‘(D) like it that you listen to me.’

It thus appears tempting to assume that the possessive suffix on DVNs spells
out precisely the D head that tops the PtcpP projection without an intermediate
nominal layer and is responsible for the overall nominal distribution. Since all
participial clauses discussed in this section have nominative subjects and also
may contain various light verbs expressing an array of aspectual meanings, cf.
(12), the Ptcp head must be located fairly high within the extended VP, ena-
bling the PtcpP to retain a significant amount of clausal structure.

(12) val kaj-z=er-n-i terés  mar
s/he go-CV_SIM=AUX-PC_PST-P_3  true NEG_ASCR
‘That s/he has left is not true.’

We may thus tentatively equate PtcpP with TP, the layer where the subject
DP receives its nominative case exempting it from the need to raise further to
Spec, DP. This makes sense, given that participial main clauses such as (7) can
only refer to the past. Taken together, these assumptions result in the following
structure for (11):

(117) VP
/ \
DP v
T T~ kiles-
TP D
/\ P
vP T
-né

jezé man-a itle-

The second possibility to consider is that Poshkart Chuvash DVNs are able to
fulfill argument positions by virtue of being headed by covert nouns with ab-
stract meanings such as ‘fact’, ‘news’, ‘event’, etc. As [Logvinova 2019b; forthc.]
shows, no-marked participial clauses combining with overt content nouns are
categorically different from true pRC, despite superficial similarity and a num-
ber of shared properties. Consequently, covert nominal heads must likewise
occur in a complement configuration (9c), rather than a relative clause con-
figuration (9b). We thus arrive at the following alternative structure:
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(11 VP
/ \
DP \Y
T T~ kiles-

NP D

/\ P

TP N
/ \ % fact
vP T

-née

jezé man-a itle-

How to choose between the two competing hypotheses in (11”) and (11”)? In
the following three sub-sections I will review different diagnostics pro and con-
tra the covert noun analysis proposed in the literature and apply them to Posh-
kart Chuvash data.

3.2. Alternation between covert and overt nominal heads

The primary diagnostics for the presence of covert nominal heads used by
[Dékéany, Georgieva 2020, 2021] is the possibility of inserting an overt noun
after the participle. This “overt head noun test” has been used in [Asarina,
Hartman 2011] for Uyghur:

(13) Uyghur [Asarina, Hartmann 2011: 24]
a. Otkiir [Tursun-nin tamaq Yyi-gen]-i-ni bil-i-du  / di-d-i
Otkiir =~ Tursun-GEN food eat-PC_PST-P_3-ACC know-IMPF-3  say-PST-3
‘Otkiir knows/said that Tursun ate food.’

b. Otkiir [Tursun-niy tamaq Yyi-gen] heqiqet-i-ni bil-i-du / di-d-i
Otkiir ~ Tursun-GEN food eat-pCc_PST fact -p_3-AcC  know-IMPF-3 say-PST-3
‘Otkiir knows/said the fact that Tursun ate food.’

For Poshkart Chuvash, the condition holds, but with a caveat. Compare (5)
(repeated below as (14a)) vs. (14b—c):

(14) a. val kaj-n-i man-a  pazargan-dar-tg-a
s/he go-pC_PST-P_3  1.OBL-OBJ get.sad-CAUS-PST-3SG
‘That s/he has left saddened me.’
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b. val kaj-na novag man-a pazargan-dar-tg-a
s/he go-PCcPST news  LOBL-OBJ  get.sad-CAUS-PST-35G
‘The news that s/he has left saddened me.’

c. val kaj-na  fakt man-a  pazargan-dar-tg-a
s/he go-pcpST fact I1.0BL-OBJ  get.sad-CAUS-PST-3SG
‘The fact that s/he has left saddened me.’

As we can see, the p_3 marker is in complementary distribution with overt
nominal heads (again, idiolectal fluctuations exist, but the default pattern is as
illustrated in (14)). This is in contrast to both Uyghur, where either the head
noun or the participle bears the possessive suffix (13), and Turkish, where the
possessive agreement obligatorily manifests on the participle regardless of the
presence of an overt noun [Kornfilt 2003: 181]. Thus, (14b—c) differ from (14a)
in more than just addition of an overt noun, which casts doubt over the possi-
bility of assigning the same structure to them.

Given that possessive marking on participles in Poshkart Chuvash is not a
manifestation of agreement, can we still explain its appearance in examples
like (14a) assuming a zero head noun structure for them? As [Logvinova
2019a: 89-93] shows, similar distribution of possessive marking is found in
most other cases of alternation between an overt noun and lack thereof, includ-
ing nominal ellipsis (15a-b), although the degree of obligatoriness varies from
context to context. She even identifies “zero nominal head marking” («mapxu-
pOBaHMe HyJIEBOI MMEHHON BepIINHBI») as one of non-possessive functions of
the suffix in question.

(15) a. simés / *simes-i / *siméz-€’ olma
green green-p_3 green-P_3  apple

‘green apple’

b. xérlée  olma tutly, simés / simés-i / siméz-€ tutlo mar
red apple  tasty green green-P_3  green-P_3  tasty NEG_ASCR

‘The red apple tastes good, the green one doesn’t taste good.” [Logvi-
nova 2019a: 90]

It is, however, not clear what category the p_3 suffix may represent in such
uses. That it expones a D head still remains the most plausible possibility, but
this removes the need for a covert noun to account for the nominal distribu-
tion, bringing us back to a structure more akin to (11°).

7 See [Logvinova 2019a: 98-99, 113—121] on the distribution of different variants of the P_3 suffix.
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Another non-possessive function of -i/-2 in Poshkart Chuvash is the selection
of a member from a previously established set [Logvinova 2019a: 106-107].
One could, in principle, hypothesize that the presence of possessive marking in
(14a) as opposed to (14b—c) is due to a peculiarity of the lexical semantics of
the covert nominal involved: the latter refers to propositional entities of a dif-
ferent kind than those referred to by overt nouns like fakt and novag, of a kind
such that a set of them is always present and salient in discourse. It is unclear,
however, what kind of entities this might be, especially given the wide range of
proposition-selecting predicates that may have participial complements.

3.3. Differences in distribution

Differences in distribution between overt nominal heads and their presumed
covert counterparts can be construed as an argument against positing the latter.
Thus, [Asarina, Hartman 2011: 24] emphasize that in Uyghur it is always pos-
sible to substitute a null head with an overt noun, while [Dékany, Georgieva
2020: 195] note that an analysis relying on phonologically null nouns with idio-
syncratic selectional properties lacks a solid empirical foundation. Differences
in distribution may come in two flavors: either (i) there are environments where
an overt noun can not be inserted/restored after the participle; or (ii) there are
environments where an overt noun is obligatory and can not be omitted.

I find the first type of cases unrevealing, because unavailability of a suitable
overt noun can be due to a gap in the lexicon, rather than any difference in
structure. Poshkart Chuvash, in particular, does not have semantically bleached
all-purpose nouns such as Korean kes [Horie 2000; Kim 2009] or Kazym Khanty
wer [Starchenko 2019]; neither jabala ‘thing’ or é¢ ‘work, deed’ can be used in

this manner:

(16) *val dok-sa  gaj-na jabala / é¢ jabax
s/he exit-cv.sSiMm go-pC_PST  thing work bad
Int.: ‘That s/he has left is bad.’

In languages like this, speakers need to select a specific noun with appropri-
ate lexical semantics for each matrix predicate and in particular cases an ap-
propriate overt noun may simply be missing. Note that some purist-minded
speakers of Poshkart Chuvash disprefer examples like (14c) precisely because
they do not acknowledge the Russian borrowing fakt as part of their Chuvash
vocabulary — and there doesn’t appear to be a native noun with quite the same

meaning. Covert nominal lexemes, on the other hand, can be reasonably ex-
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pected to have a more abstract semantics® and thus be suitable for environ-
ments in which no appropriate overt noun is available.

Cases of type (ii), where an overt noun is obligatory, are more of interest.
For example, Turkish DVNs (specifically, the so-called “factive gerunds” in -tIk,
roughly analogous to Chuvash no-forms and glossed below as past participles)
can not appear as subjects of emotive predicates, while overt nouns with nomi-
nal complements can, contrast (17a-b) with (18a-b):

(17) Turkish [Kornfilt 2003: 181]
a. Ben [Hasan-in gel-dig-in]-i bil-iyor-um.
I Hasan-GEN come-PC_PST-P_3-ACC know-PROG-1SG
‘T know that Hasan came.’

b. Ben [Hasan-in gel-dig-i] gercegin-i  bil-iyor-um.
I Hasan-GEN come-PC_PST-P.3  fact-AcC know-PROG-15G

‘T know the fact that Hasan came.’

(18) Turkish [Kornfilt 2003: 187, 188]
a. *[Ali-nin ev-den kag-t1g-1] ben-i  iiz-dii.
Ali-GEN house-ABL  flee-pc_PST-P_3 I-ACC sadden-psT

Int.: ‘Ali’s running away from home saddened me.’

b. [Ali-nin  ev-den kag-t1g-1] soylenti-si ben-i  iiz-dii.
Ali-GEN house-aBL flee-pC_PST-P.3 rumor-p_3 I-Acc sadden-psT

‘The rumor of Ali’s running away from home saddened me.’

Arguments of truth-value predicates are another suspicious environment.
[Moulton 2020] argues that a number of matrix predicates such as ‘true’/‘false’/
‘believe’ select individuals and eventualities with propositional content rather
than propositions per se, and since reference to such objects can only be pro-
vided by content nouns, these predicates can not take mixed extended projec-
tions as their arguments. Consequently, one would expect DVNs either to be
incompatible with truth-value predicates or to be projected from covert content

nouns’.

8 This is not, however, what is argued for Uyghur by Asarina and Hartmann [2011], who
suggest a one-to-one correspondence in meaning between overt and covert head nouns.

° It must be noted, however, that K. Moulton limits his claim to Indo-European languages
like Spanish or English and remains agnostic about its wider applicability. As Dékany and
Georgieva [2021] themselves acknowledge, truth-value predicates in Turkish, unlike emotive
verbs, can take DVN subjects [Kelepir 2001: 14; Goksel, Kerslake 2005: 116, 367].
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No such discrepancies in the distribution of overtly headed vs. superficially
headless participial clauses are found in Poshkart Chuvash. In particular,
no-forms unaccompanied by overt head nouns can freely function as subjects of
both emotive predicates and truth value predicates, as has already been shown
in (5) and (10) respectively.

3.4. Differences in scrambling options

The analysis in terms of covert nominal heads predicts that the presence or ab-
sence of an overt noun will have no effect on the possibilities of scrambling out
of the participial clause. As [Kornfilt 2003: 183-186] demonstrates, this is not
the case in Turkish. Despite its relatively strict verb-final order, most speakers
of Modern Standard Turkish find right extraposition of a backgrounded con-
stituent out of an embedded factive clause somewhat acceptable (19a), but ad-
dition of an overt nominal head degrades the example significantly (19b):

(19) Turkish [Kornfilt 2003: 184]
a. ’‘[Hasan-in  t, nihayet kag¢-tig-in]-1 duy-du-m  kart-sin-dan;
Hasan-GEN finally flee-pC_PST-P_3-ACC hear-psT-1sG ~ wife-P_3-ABL
‘I heard that Hasan finally ran away from his wife.’

b. */*[[Hasan-in t, nihayet kag-tig-1] sdylenti-sin]-i
Hasan-GEN finally flee-pCc_PST-P_3 rumor-p_3-ACC

duy-du-m  kart-sin-dan,
hear-psT-1sG ~ wife-P_3-ABL

Int.: ‘I heard that Hasan finally ran away from his wife.’

This contrast is even more pronounced when the entire argument clause is
extraposed to a post-verbal position (the possibility of which J. Kornfilt consid-
ers to be in itself problematic for the covert noun analysis):

(20) Turkish [Kornfilt 2003: 185, 186]
a. t Duy-du-m [[Hasan-in t, nihayet  kag¢-tig-in]-i]; kari-sin-dan
hear-psT-1sG Hasan-GEN inally flee- pc_PST-P_3-ACC  wife-P_3-ABL
‘I heard that Hasan finally ran away from his wife.’

b. "*t, Duy-du-m [[Hasan-in t; nihayet kag-tig-1] soylenti-sin-i];
hear-psT-1sG Hasan-GEN finally flee- pc_PST-P_3 hear-pST-15G

kari-sin-dan;
wife-p_3-ABL

Int.: ‘I heard that Hasan finally ran away from his wife.’
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The same effect does not obtain in Poshkart Chuvash, which, being in an in-
tense contact with Russian, generally has a less rigid word order than Turkish.
Speakers vary considerably in their evaluation of examples similar to (19)-
(20), but unanimously find them less preferrable than corresponding sentences
without scrambling out of the no-clause. Most importantly, presence of an
overt noun does not visibly affect their judgements:

(21) a. t; man-a xorat-s = er-tg-¢
L.oBL-0BJ  frighten-Cv_SIM = AUX-PST-3SG

[éner jal-a politsé  kil-n-i];
yesterday village-oBJ police  go-PC_PST-P_3

)

‘I was frightened by the police coming to the village yesterday.

b. "t man-a xorat-s = er-tg-€
1.0BL-OBJ frighten-cv_siM = AUX-PST-3SG
[éner t politseé kil-n-i]. jal-a
. D j J

yesterday police  go-pc_pST-P_3  village-0OBJ

)

‘I was frightened by the police coming to the village yesterday.

??

c. 't man-a xXorat-s = er-tg-€
1.0BL-OBJ frighten-cv_sIiM = AUX-PST-3SG
[[éner t politsé kil-né] xabar]; jal-a

yesterday police  go-PC_PST-P_.3 news village-0BJ
‘I was frightened by the news of the police coming to the village yes-
terday.’

It must be noted that while word order in Turkish has been studied exten-
sively (see e.g. [Ozsoy 2019] and references therein), little is known yet about
Poshkart Chuvash in this regard. Options for scrambling out of complement
clauses merit a more systematic study in the future.

3.5. Section summary

In this section, I tried to locate the Poshkart Chuvash case of participle-nomi-
nalizer polysemy within the hypothesis space laid out in [Dékany, Georgieva
2020, 2021]. It has to be admitted that while the bare, non-nominalized status
of Poshkart Chuvash pRCs can be established with certainty, available evidence
is inconclusive as to the analysis of DVNS in complement clauses. Applicable
diagnostics mostly point towards the presence of covert nominal heads, but the
observed distribution of possessive marking presents problems for this solution,
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being more in line with the account in terms of mixed extended projections. I
now turn to comparative clauses with participial standards, still bearing both
strands of analysis in mind.

4. Comparative clauses

4.1. More on participial standards

As has already been shown in the Introduction, the same past participial form
that unites relative and complement clauses in Poshkart Chuvash also appears
in standards of comparison when those contain an extended verbal projection.
One notable fact is that in comparative clauses, in contrast to relatives, this
same form is used uncontestedly, regardless of the temporal reference. Consider
the following set of examples:

(22) a. {Context: A new worker has been added to your brigade, who turned out
to be grossly incompetent. Commenting on this the next day, you say:}
val éner numaj-rak  méset-le-r-é polos-n-in-dzen
he yesterday many-CMPR hinder-vBLz-pST-35G  help-PC_PST-P_3-ABL
‘Yesterday he hindered (us) more than he helped.’

b. {Context: A new worker has been added to your brigade, who turned out
to be grossly incompetent. A passer-by asks you about his performance.
You say:}

vol xal numaj-rak  méset-l-et
he now many-CMPR hinder-vBLZ-NPST[35G]

polas-n-in-dzen / *poloz-agan-én-dzen / *poloz-agan-dzan
help-pPC_PST-P_3-ABL  help-PC_PRS-P_3-ABL help-pc_Prs-p_3
‘He now hinders (us) more than he helps.’

c. {Context: A new worker is proposed to join your brigade, whom you
know to be unskilled in the kind of work planned for tomorrow. You
object to it saying:}
val iran pér-e numaj-rak  meésettu-at
he tomorrow we-OBJ many-CMPR hinder do-NPST[3sG]

polas-n-in-dzen / *poloz-agan-én-dzen / *poloz-agan-dzan /

help-pPC_PST-P_3-ABL  help-PC_PRS-P_3-ABL help-pc_Prs-p_3

*poloz-az-én-den / *polaz-as-ran
help-pC_FUT-P_3-ABL help-PC_FUT-ABL

‘Tomorrow he will hinder us more than he will help.’
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In (22b), like in (22a), only the past participle can be used, although the
standard of comparison involves a situation ongoing in the present. Likewise,
neither the present nor the future participle is a possible substitute for the past
participle in (22¢)'°, despite the future temporal reference.

Bearing ablative case marking, participial standards of comparison show
nominal distribution (compare ex. (3) and (22a—c) with (1)-(2) involving DP
standards). Pursuing the hypothesis that use of past participles in relative,
complement and comparative clauses is due to shared underlying structure, we
are led to view participial standards as DVNs and are faced with the question
whether they are best treated as mixed extended projections or as complements

to covert nouns.

4.2. A parallel from Japanese

An analysis of comparative clauses in terms of covert nominal heads has been
proposed for Japanese in [Sudo 2009, 2015]. The author notices that construc-
tions with -yori (23a), previously often viewed as clausal comparatives [Ha-
yashishita 2009; Shimoyama 2012; inter alia], allow for insertion of overt de-
gree (23b) or content nouns (23c) that take the preceding clause as a modifier:

(23) Japanese [Sudo 2015: 8]

a. John-wa [Bill-ga  katta] -yori takusan  hon-o katta
John-Top  Bill-NoMm bought than many book-Acc  bought

‘John bought more books than Bill bought.’

b. John-wa [Bill-ga katta ryoo ] -yori takusan  hon-o katta
John-Top  Bill-NoMm bought amount than many book-Acc  bought

‘John bought more books than the amount (of books) that Bill bought.’

c. John-wa |[Bill-ga katta hon ] -yori takusan hon-o katta
John-Top  Bill-NoM bought book than many book-Acc  bought

‘John bought more books than the books that Bill bought.’

19 Versions of (22b—c) with polaz-agan-én-dzen ‘help-pc_PRs-P_3-ABL’ are in fact acceptable, but
with a diffekent meaning that requires a rather specific context: ‘He hinders/will hinder us
more than the one who helps’ (presupposing existence and unique identifiability of the latter
referent). While present participles in -AgAn are capable of targeting the same wide range of
grammatical relations as past participles, in the corpus they show great preponderance for
subject relativization. In the Chuvash variety under study, the so-called future participles in -As
never appear in relative clauses, being confined to sentential complements and a few modal
constructions [Logvinova, forthc.].
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Y. Sudo further argues that constructions like (23a) are derived from under-
lying structures similar to (23b—c) via head ellipsis licensed by (incomplete)
morphological identity and provides a number of empirical arguments in favor
of this claim.

(23’) Japanese (adopted from [Sudo 2015: 9])

b. John-wa [Bill-ga katta #yee ] -yori takusan hon-o katta
John-Top  Bill-NoM bought amount than many book-Acc  bought

‘John bought more books than Bill bought.’

c. John-wa [Bill-ga katta hen ] -yori takusan  hon-o katta
John-top  Bill-NoMm bought book than many book-Acc  bought

‘John bought more books than Bill bought.’

Thus, what may superficially look like a finite clause introduced by a com-
parative conjunction is shown to be a DP with a clausally modified head de-
leted under ellipsis. The primary piece of evidence, summarized in (23a-c) is
very much like the overt head noun test discussed in 3.2 above.

As we shall see shortly, Poshkart Chuvash participial comparatives also per-
mit insertion of an overt degree noun (cf. (24a-b) below). Both Japanese and
Chuvash have morphologically productive suffixes (-sa [Sudo 2015: 11-12] and
-1k, -9s, respectively) that derive degree nouns from gradable predicates, thus
there is no shortage of possible overt heads in comparative constructions.

Superficial similarities notwithstanding, the Japanese data that motivate
Sudo’s analysis differ from those of Poshkart Chuvash in a number of important
respects. First, in Japanese there is a nearly total homonymy between the past
tense form and the adnominal form used in relative clauses, which made it pos-
sible to put forth both clausal and phrasal accounts of comparatives introduced
by -yori. Relevant Chuvash standards wear their non-finite nature on their
sleeve: the verb is unambiguously in a participial form and further attaches
nominal morphology. Second, with respect to a number of phenomena, stan-
dards of comparison in Japanese pattern together with relatives and only with
relatives, excluding formally identical complement clauses. In Chuvash, we are
concerned with a three-way polyfunctionality between adnominal, complement
and comparative uses of past participles and there are no similar phenomena
that would set one type of clauses apart from the other two. Finally, there is no
independent evidence for the existence of headless relative clauses in Japanese,
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which is one of the reasons behind Sudo’s reliance on head ellipsis'!, while
Chuvash makes ample use of headless relatives. It thus does not appear reason-
able to just import Sudo’s analysis for Chuvash. Still, the Poshkart Chuvash
data fit well into a version of a covert head noun analysis.

4.3. Invisible nominal heads in Poshkart Chuvash comparatives

Crucially, as has been mentioned previously, in Poshkart Chuvash participial
comparatives it is possible to insert (or reinstate) an overt degree noun:

(24) a. jes tgam-n-in-dzen tep taran-rax
you dive-PC_PST-P_3-ABL  bottom deep-CMPR
‘The bottom lies deeper than you have dived.’

b. jes tgam-na  taranaz-én-dzen tép taran-rax
you dive-pC_pST depth-p_3-ABL bottom deep-CcMPR
‘The bottom lies deeper than the depth you have dived to.’

The parallelism between (24a) and (24b) is even greater than that between
overtly headed (14b—c) and superficially headless (14a) participial complement
clauses discussed in section 3.2, as the possessive suffix marks standards of
comparison in both examples. The obligatory presence of possessive marking in
(24b) easy receives straightforward semantic explanation. The comparative
operator picks up a specific degree on the scale of depth (the maximal degree
such that the Addressee have reached it in their dive) out of a contextually sa-
lient interval on the scale of depth. The possessive marker here thus fulfills its
function of selecting a member from a set, mentioned at the end of section 3.2
above.

Variants like (24a) and (24b) appear identical in their semantics and distri-
bution. Notably, Poshkart Chuvash does not show contrasts of the kind re-
ported in [Bylinina 2017: 461-462] for Mishar Tatar:

(25) Mishar Tatar [Bylinina 2017: 461-462]
a.ul min djt-kdn nyrma-dan kiip-rik as-a-dy
he I say-PC_PST-P_3 norm-ABL many-CMPR eat-ST-PST
‘He ate more than (the norm that) I told him.’

! [Beck et al. 2004] analyze complements of -yori as headless relatives that are limited in
distribution to only compative clauses for some syntactic reasons. Their account, however, runs
into serious empirical problems, as shown in [Shimoyama 2012: 88-90; Sudo 2015: 37-38].
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b. 7ul min djt-kdn-ndn kiip-rak  as-a-dy
he I say-PC_PST-ABL many-CMPR eat-ST-PST
‘He ate more than I told him.’

Dropping the parametric noun in (25a) degrades the example (25b), which is
unexpected under the assumption that covert nominal heads are generally
available in participial standards of comparison. While E. Bylinina ultimately
leaves open the question whether comparatives in Mishar Tatar shall be treated
along the lines proposed by [Sudo 2009], she notes that pairs like (25a-b) pose
a problem for such an analysis. No such pairs are found in Poshkart Chuvash.

It thus seems natural to assume that (24a) is structurally identical to (24b),
the only difference being that in the former case the nominal head is covert.
This results in the following (simplified) structure for the standard in (24a)":

(24) e Lip [rpLip jes eaml- na] wlyp D11- pinl-dzen tép taran-rax

Two questions remain, however: (i) what is the precise nature of the covert
nominal element in (24’) and (ii) how does this analysis fare against the com-
peting account in terms of a mixed extended projection? I will discuss these in
the following two subsections, in both cases tentatively suggesting directions
for further investigation, rather than binding myself to a definite answer.

4.4. Nature of the covert noun

With respect to the first question, three options are possible. First, participial
standard in (24a) may simply involve head ellipsis of an appropriate degree
noun, licensed by the cognate gradable predicate in a higher position, as in
Sudo’s [2015] analysis for Japanese. Second, it can be headed by a covert de-
gree noun g, in free alternation with its overt counterpart taranas ‘depth’,
in the spirit of Asarina and Hartmann’s [2011] account of Uyghur complement
and adverbial clauses. Third, it can be headed by a covert abstract parametric
noun ., denoting an operator that takes a specification of a gradable scale
and returns a set of degrees on that scale. The three options are schematically

summarized below'3:

12 Since taranas ‘depth’ is an oblique argument of &am- ‘dive’, we are dealing with relative,
rather than nominal complement structure here.

¥ An essentially similar triad of options is conceivable for attributive comparatives of the
kind ‘The girl was given a more interesting book than the one/book that the boy has read’, the
only difference being that the deleted/covert nouns must denote individuals rather than
degrees (including the assumed ©;,, covert abstract lexeme). I haven’t studied this class of

examples systematically, however, and won’t focus on them here.
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(26) a. [pp [rp [plyp jes tbam]- (na] [y tarsnas]]- pinl-dzen tép taran-rax
b. [pp [ep Lrplip jes tsam]-nal plyp D gepinl1- pinl-dzen tép taron-rax
C. [op [ep [rplip jes team]- na] plyp Dyegll- pinl-dzen tép taran-rax

The second solution is utterly implausible, because it posits a considerable
number of different phonologically unrealized nouns with rather specific seman-
tic content. The choice between head ellipsis and a covert generic degree noun is
a tricky matter, however, because predictions of the two approaches are rather
similar. Just like the former option requires a gradable predicate in a
c-commanding position to license deletion, the latter requires it for &, to get its
interpretation from. The scale to which ., applies can not be calculated based
on its participial modifier alone, because formally identical pRCs may appear in

different comparative contexts denoting different standards of comparison:

(27) a. atca kozak-pa [jido-ba  vila-n-in-dzen] numaj-rak  vil-at
child cat-INs dog-INS play-PC_PST-P_3-ABL  many-CMPR play-NPST[35G]

‘The child plays with the cat more than (s/he plays) with the dog.’

b. atca kozak-pa [jido-ba  viPa-n-in-dzen]

child cat-INs dog-INS play-PC_PST-P_3-ABL

numaj-rak  vila-ma  jurad-at
many-CMPR play-INF love-NpST[3sG]

‘The child likes playing with the cat more than (s/he likes playing)
with the dog.’

In (27a), it is the amount of time spent playing with the dog that is compared
to, while in (27b), the level of enjoyment of such play, although in both exam-
ples the standard phrase looks the same. If it is indeed composed as [[jido-ba vila-
2] [0 4.1-inl-dgen in both cases, we must admit that (0, cannot take its reference
from the pRC and must rely on material elsewhere in the clause for interpretation.

The choice between the head ellipsis account and the covert generic degree
noun account thus runs into a much broader question of how the semantics of
comparison is calculated in phrasal comparatives under investigation and what
denotation for the comparative operator [Hochaus, Bochnak 2020] best fits the
Poshkart Chuvash data. This choice can not be made solely on the basis of syn-

tactic evidence, and I must leave it for a future semantic study.
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4.5. Covert nouns vs. mixed projections

The underlying structures for the standard phrase in (24a) under the mixed
extended projection approach and the covert noun approach are given in
(24”a) and (24”’b), respectively. I assume here that the Ablative suffix on the
standard, being a marker of lexical case, spells out a head of category P. The
two structures differ in that (24”’b) contains an additional functional layer un-
der D, where the participial TP is combined with a phonologically null head

noun (or a deleted nominal lexeme).

(24”) a. PP
/ \
DP P
/\ den
TP D
/\ in
vP T
-no
jes tgom-
(247) b. PP
/ \
DP P
/\ den
FP D
/ \_in
TP F'
vP T F NP
-no
jes tcom- D yog/ taromIS

Again, both approaches make similar predictions, treating the standard of
comparison as a DP embedded under P (just like canonical DP standards with-
out underlying extended VP structure). At present, I am in no position to make
a decisive empirically motivated choice. On the basis of the overt head noun
test embraced by [Asarina, Hartmann 2011; Dékany, Georgieva 2021] as the
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primary diagnostics for covert nominals, the structure in (24”b) should be pre-
ferred: as shown in (24a-b), alternation between overt nouns and lack thereof
is even more straightforward in comparatives than in complement clauses
(14a—c). However, while (24”b) indeed offers a uniform analysis for (24a-b),
the competing account in terms of mixed projections posits a simpler structure
for (24a) and is thus not without its merits.

Note that (24”b) has a full NP merged under F’, which may in principle con-
tain other material besides the parametric noun. One line of research to be pur-
sued in the future is whether in sentences of the type ‘...deeper than the awful
depth you have dived to’ it is possible to remove the parametric noun while
retaining the adjective. Grammaticality of such examples would speak in favor
of the covert noun approach, and vice versa.

Syntactic differences between (24”a) and (24”’b) may also have semantic re-
percussions. The latter structure, which contains a parametric noun, straight-
forwardly accounts for the degree semantics of the standard. The denotation of
the DP in (24”a) and the way it enters the semantic computation are less clear
and may require positing additional mechanism. It is, however, independently
clear that Poshkart Chuvash allows phrasal standards denoting either degrees
or individuals (as in (1)). Any compositional account of the semantics of com-
parison in Poshkart Chuvash must necessarily have means to deal with this,
regardless of a particular structural analysis of participial standards.

5. Conclusions

In this paper, I have explored possibilities for a unified structural account of vari-
ous uses of the Poshkart Chuvash past participle in -nd, taking into consideration
its functioning in relative, complement, comparative and independent clauses. My
primary interest was in situating the Chuvash case of participle-nominalizer
polysemy within the parametric typology proposed in [Dékany, Georgieva 2020,
2021] and in seeing whether the covert head noun analysis along the lines of
[Sudo 2009, 2015] is viable for Chuvash participial comparatives.

While a unified account under which the suffix -no spells out a head high in
the extended VP, most likely T, appears to be working, its specific details turn
out harder to pinpoint. While Poshkart Chuvash definitely employs bare, as
opposed to nominalized, relative clauses, available evidence as to the syntactic
status of its participial complement clauses remains inconclusive. Likewise,

while the covert noun analysis neatly captures the data of Poshkart Chuvash



2021, VOL. 4, ISS. 2 TYPOLOGY OF MORPHOSYNTACTIC PARAMETERS 34

comparatives, at present I have no decisive empirical arguments to rule out the
alternative account in terms of mixed projections. Chuvash differs in subtle, but
significant ways from other Turkic languages previously studied in this regard
(Turkish, Uyghur and, to a lesser extent, Kazakh), which makes it difficult to
apply some of the tried diagnostics. This pushes one to search for new criteria
and I surmise that in the domain of comparative clauses at least, this search
should be primarily directed towards compositional degree semantics, rather
than just plain syntax.

Abbreviations

1-3 — 1%-3" person; ABL — ablative case; ACC — accusative case; CAUS — causative; CMPR —
comparative degree marker; CSL — causal case; cv_SIM — simultaneity converb; IMPF — imper-
fective; INF — infinitive; INS — instrumental case; LOC — locative case; NEG_ASCR — ascriptive
negation; NPST — non-past tense; OBJ — object (accusative/dative) case; p_3 — 3 person pos-
sessive/definiteness marker; pC_PST — past participle; PL. — plural; PROG — progressive; pST —
past tense; REC — reciprocal; SG — singular; ST — stem marker.
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Oro®OPUYHOCTb KAK HHTEPIIPETUPYEMOE COTJIACOBAHME

. E. KaceHos
HayuoHambHell Uucc/ied08amestbcKull yHuUGepcumem «Boulcllas WwKoJIa SKOHOMUKU»

CraTbs mocesmeHa 3ropopUIHOCTU B MereGCKOM JapruHCKOM, HaXCKO-
JlarecTaHCKoM sA3bIKke. OCHOBHAsA HJes 3TOH CTAaThbU 3aKJII0YaeTCA B TOM, 4TO
3roOpPUYHOCTh CTOWUT AaHAJIM3UPOBaTh KaK CHUHTaKCcHU4yecKuil (eHoMeH,
IIOCKOJIBKY B Mere6CKOM OHa UYyBCTBUTeJbHA K CHHTAKCHMYeCKON JIOKaslb-
HocTu. IlpensaraeTcsa cumuTaTh, 4YTO CMHTAKCHYeCKas 4acTb SroQOpHUYHOCTU
BKJIIOYaeT B ce0s ABa 30HJa: MO NMpH3HaKaM JIMLA U N0 pedepeHaabHbIM
WHJeKcaM, IPUYEM IepBHII peJjieBaHTEeH AJIA peasin3alyu 3rodopuyecKoin
Mopdosoruy, a BTopoil — AJis sropoprieckoil MHTepIpeTaum.

KitioueBbie cJioBa: SFO(I)OPI/I'-IHOCTB, corjiacoBaHHe, de se.

Jua nutupoBanua: Kacenos [I.E. DropopryHOCTh KaK MHTepNpeTupye-
Moe corJiacoBanue // Tunosiorns MoppocHHTakCHYecKrx napamerpos. 2021.
Tom 4, Beim. 2. C. 37-61. (Ha aHTJIMIICKOM.)

"B maHHOP HayyHOU paboTe KCIOJIb30BaHBI Pe3yJsbTaThl MpoekTa «HMHTepdeiicHbie (GeHo-
MeHHBl B I'paMMaTH4ecKoll apXUTeKType s3bIkoB Poccuu: dopMmasibHOe ommucaHue», BHIIIOJIHEH-
Horo B paMkax IIporpammel pyHaaMeHTas1bHBIX uccaeaoBanui HUY BIID B 2020 rogy. ABTop
6sarogaput I1.B. PynHeBa 1 aHOHMMHBIX PEeLIeH3€HTOB 38 MX KOMMEHTapuu.
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EGOPHORICITY AS INTERPRETABLE AGREEMENT"
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This paper deals with egophoricity in Mehweb Dargwa, an East Caucasian
language. The main proposal of this paper is that egophoricity should be
analyzed as a syntactic phenomenon, due to its sensitivity to syntactic locality
in Mehweb. The syntactic part of egophoricity is argued to involve two pro-
bes: a person probe and an index probe, the first being relevant for realiza-
tion of egophoric morphology and the second for egophoric interpretation.
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1. Introduction

Egophoricity (also known as conjunct/disjunct marking, [Hale 1980]) is a phe-
nomenon of a certain marker having a peculiar syntactic-pragmatic distribu-

tion, the basic generalization of which is as follows.

(1) Egophoric marking arises when
a. the subject is first person and the clause is declarative.
b. the subject is second person and the clause is declarative.
c. the clause is an attitude report and the subject is coreferent to the atti-
tude holder.

Although this phenomenon has attracted quite an attention from typological
literature lately ([Floyd et al. 2018; Bergqvist, Kittild 2020]), there exists only
one formal analysis of egophoricity, given in [Coppock, Wechsler 2018]. The
core property of their analysis is that it is purely morphosemantic. The slightly
changed semantics for the egophoric marking, as in [Coppock, Wechsler 2018],

are given in (2).
(2) [EGO]=AP,. AX: Xx=SELF. P(x)

The main idea of [Coppock, Wechsler 2018] is that egophoricity introduces
a presupposition of self-ascription (hence, the contextual SELF primitive): the
external argument of the main predicate of the clause is thought to coincide
with the individual epistemically responsible for the expressed proposition be-
ing true. The notion of subject from the basic generalization given in (1) is
translated into their analysis as the x argument of the EGO function. Possibly, it
can be interpreted as the following structure existing on LF: [Subj [EGo [TP]]],
where syntactic subject corresponds to the x argument and TP corresponds to
the P argument.

In this paper I argue against a purely morphosemantic approach, which di-
rectly links the egophoric morphology to its interpretation. The relevant data
comes from egophoricity in Mehweb Dargwa, an East Caucasian language spo-
ken by ca. 400 people in Dagestan [Dobrushina 2019]. Based on data from
Mehweb I argue that egophoricity in Mehweb is sensitive to syntactic locality,
which motivates an analysis that makes use of the AGREE operation in contem-
porary minimalist syntax [Chomsky 2000 et seq.].
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Namely, I suggest that egophoricity should be analysed as interpretable agree-
ment. The core approach pursued in this paper is that egophoricity involves two
distinct probes: an index probe (for example, [Arregi, Hanink 2021]) and a person
probe. The person probe is responsible for the egophoric morphology, while the
index probe is responsible for interpreting the utterance as self-ascriptive.

Moreover, in attitude reports, egophoricity behaves the same as agreement
shift [Sundaresan 2011; Messick 2016 inter alia], the phenomenon of a certain
feature mismatch between the subject and the verb in de se attitude reports.
This allows to reduce egophoric marking in attitude reports to another phe-
nomenon, namely, agreement shift, uniting different strategies of self-ascription
available in human languages. Thus, under the approach pursued here, ego-
phoricity is understood as interpretable shifted agreement.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, I will review egophoricity in
Kathmandu Newari and the semantic analysis of [Coppock, Wechsler 2018],
while changing it slightly for the purposes of continuity between the sections.
In section 3, I will introduce data from Mehweb Dargwa and point out a pecu-
liar interaction between egophoricity and the East Caucasian biabsolutive con-
struction in Mehweb. In section 4, I will elaborate on the idea of a syntactic
analysis for egophoricity in Mehweb and draw parallels between egophoricity
and agreement shift, suggesting a possible diachronic explanation for ego-
phoricity appearing in Mehweb. Section 5 concludes.

2. Egophoricity in Newari and the semantic analysis: A review

2.1. Newari data

The egophoric distribution is exemplified in the following sentences from
Kathmandu Newari (the data comes from [Coppock, Wechsler 2018]).

3) a.ji apwa twan-a.
I.LERG much drink-PST.EGO

‘I drank a lot.” {a=b} [Coppock, Wechsler 2018: 40]

b. *ji  appwa twan-a.
LLERG much  drink-prv

(4) a. *i apwa twan-a la?
I.LERG much drink-PST.EGO 0Q

‘Did I drink a lot?’ {a=Db} [Coppock, Wechsler 2018: 40]
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b.ji. apwa twan-a la?
LERG much  drink-PFv  Q

(5 a. cha: apwa twan-a.
youw.ERG much  drink-prv

‘You drank a lot.” {a=b} [Coppock, Wechsler 2018: 40]

b. *ch@: apwa twan-a.
youw.ERG much  drink-PST.EGO

(6) a. cha: apwa twan-a la?
youw.ERG much  drink-PST.EGO Q

‘Did you drink a lot?’ {a=b} [Coppock, Wechsler 2018: 40]

b. *ch@&: apwa twan-a la?
yow.ERG much  drink-PFv  Q

(7) a.wa apwa twan-a.
3sG much drink-pFv

‘He drank a lot.” {a=b} [Coppock, Wechsler 2018: 40]

b. *wd: axpwa twan-a.
3sG much  drink-PST.EGO

(8) a.wa apwa twan-a la?
3s¢ much  drink-pFVv = Q
‘Did he drink a lot?’ {a=b} [Coppock, Wechsler 2018: 40]

b. *wd: axpwa twan-a la?
3sG much  drink-PST.EGO Q

The pairs of examples above show that egophoric marking is obligatory in
declarative clauses with a first person subject (3), while being ungrammatical
in interrogatives with a first person subject (4). On the other hand, interroga-
tive clauses with a second person subject (5) require egophoric marking, while
declaratives with a second person subject are ungrammatical with egophoric
marking (6). A third person subject is unable to trigger egophoric marking in
an independent sentence regardless of the illocutionary force (7)-(8).

The situation changes, however, once we take attitude reports into account.
As shown in examples (9)-(10), egophoric marking indicates the third person
subject being coreferent to the attitude holder (9). When egophoric marking is
absent, the subject is interpreted to be distinct from the attitude holder (10).
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(9) syam-d wd apwa twan-a dhaka: dhal-a.
Syam-ERG 3s¢ much  drink-PST.EGO COMP say-PFV

‘Syam, said that he; drank a lot.” [Coppock, Wechsler 2018: 40]

(10) syam-a wd apwa twan-a dhaka dhal-a.
Syam-ERG 3s¢ much  drink-pFv  COMP say-PFV

‘Syam, said that he; drank a lot.” [Coppock, Wechsler 2018: 40]

2.2. Egophoricity and self-ascription

Importantly, coreference is not enough for egophoric marking to arise. As noted
by [Coppock, Wechsler 2018], the sentence (9) is false in the following context.

(11) Syam is looking at a photo from a wild party in which someone is wearing a
lampshade on his head. Syam points at the intoxicated partier and says to you,
“That guy drank too much”; unbeknownst to Syam, it is himself in the picture.

This is a context where the ascription of property to oneself is not conscious,
and that makes egophoric marking unavailable (and the sentence with egophoric
marking false). Since it is not conscious, ascription of property in (11) cannot be
self-ascription, since Syam did not refer to himself, but to an individual who hap-
pened to be Syam, while not being Syam in Syam’s mind. This motivates a view of
egophoricity being sensitive to self-ascription. As [Lewis 1979] says, “Self-
ascription of properties might suitably be called belief or knowledge de se”. Thus,
we get a slight revision of the basic generalization given in the introduction.

(12) Egophoric marking arises when:
a. the subject is first person and the clause is declarative.
b. the subject is second person and the clause is declarative.
c. the clause is an attitude report, the subject is coreferent to the attitude
holder and the attitude is read de se.

Such disjunctive generalizations are, however, unsatisfying. What do these con-
texts have in common? [Coppock, Wechsler 2018] argue that all these contexts
are self-ascriptive. It is clear that de se attitude reports are self-ascriptive, that is
their definition. How does self-ascription derive the interrogative flip, though?

Since de se attitude reports are analyzed as centered worlds (individual-
world pairs, [Lewis 1979]), [Coppock, Wechsler 2018] suggest that unembed-
ded propositions are to be understood as centered with respect to the epistemic
authority of the proposition. When the sentence is a regular declarative, the
speaker is responsible for the uttered proposition being true (due to the Gricean
maxim of quality).
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When the sentence is a polar interrogative, the one responsible for the
proposition is the addressee, because under the mainstream semantics for ques-
tions a question denotes a set of alternatives. In case of polar interrogatives,
this set is simply {p, —=p}. Since addressee is responsible for her answer being
true (due to the Gricean maxim of quality), she is committed to either p, or —p.

Thus, if we accept the epistemic authority as the center of propositions
marked with egophoricity, the interrogative flip follows. We can then introduce
a contextual parameter SELF that coincides with the speaker in declaratives,
addressee in interrogatives and the attitude holder in attitude reports. The gen-
eralization in (12) is thus derived from independent properties associated with
self-ascription.

2.3. Concluding the review

This section has introduced the basics of the grammatical phenomenon of ego-
phoricity and has shown how exactly does the account in [Coppock, Wechsler
2018] reduce egophoric distribution to self-ascription.

Although the semantics in their account appear convincing, their analysis and
the framework of their work (an extension of logic of indexicals from [Kaplan
1979]) allows for no syntactic conditions on egophoricity. Importantly, it leaves
no room for a possibility of a syntactic process blocking the egophoric marking.
In the next section, I will show that this type of interaction between syntax and
egophoric marking is exactly what is observed in the egophoric system of Mehweb
Dargwa, motivating the need for an alternative analysis based on AGREE.

3. Mehweb Dargwa data

3.1. Mehweb egophoricity

In a collection of articles about certain aspects of Mehweb grammar, [Daniel 2019]
and [Ganenkov 2019] refer to a certain Mehweb affix as an egophoric marker.

The marker /-ra/ or /-na/* (glossed as EGO) has the distribution one expects
an egophoric marker to have. It is observed in declarative sentences with first
person subjects (13)-(14) and in interrogatives with second person subjects
(15)-(16), while a third person subject cannot trigger this marker in any inde-
pendent clause (17)—(18).

! [Daniel 2019] lists all allomorphs of the egophoric marker. These two are the most
prominent ones.
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In (13), the subject is a first person pronoun nu ‘I’ and the clause in declara-
tive, making the egophoric marking obligatory. In (14), on the other hand, the
clause is interrogative, which, coupled with a first person subject nu ‘T’, makes
egophoric marking impossible.

A similar situation is seen in (15)-(16). In (15), the subject is a second person
pronoun hu ‘you’ and the clause is interrogative, making the egophoric marking
obligatory. In (16), on the other hand, the clause is declarative, which, coupled
with a second person subject hu ‘you’, makes egophoric marking impossible.

(13) a. nu usa?-un-na.
I M.fall.asleep:PF-AOR-EGO

‘I fell asleep.” {a=Db} [Daniel et al. 2019: 201]

b. *nu usa?-un.
I M.fall.asleep:PF-AOR

(14) a. dag nu-ni  sija b-aq’-ib-a?
yesterday  I-ERG what N-do:PF-AOR-Q

‘What did I do yesterday?’ {a=b} [Daniel et al. 2019: 202]

b. *dag nu-ni  sija b-aq’-i-ra?
yesterday  I-ERG what N-do:PF-AOR-EGO.Q

(15) a. hu dag kuda w-a‘q’-un-na?
you yesterday where M-go:PF-AOR-EGO.Q
‘Where were you yesterday?’ {a=Db} [Daniel et al. 2019: 202]

b. *hu dag kuda w-a’q’-un-a?
you yesterday where M-go:PF-AOR-Q

(16) a. hu-ni  po‘ro'm  b-u‘r?-ag-ib.
VOU-ERG glass N-break:PF-CAUS-AOR
“You broke a window.” {a=b} [Daniel et al. 2019: 202]

b. *hu-ni po‘ro'm  b-u'r?-ag-i-ra.
VOU-ERG glass N-break:PF-CAUS-AOR-EGO

(17) a. rasuj-ni  di-ze ca yabar b-urh-ib.
Rasul-ERG  I-INTER(LAT) one story N-tell:PF-AOR
‘Rasul told me a story.” {a=b} [Daniel et al. 2019: 204]

b. *rasuj-ni di-ze ca xabar b-urh-i-ra.
Rasul-ERG  I-INTER(LAT) one story N-tell:PF-AOR-EGO



2021, TOM 4, BBIII. 2 TUITOJIOTHA MOP®OCHUHTAKCUYECKNX [TAPAMETPOB 45

(18) a. sija b-iq’-uwe le-w-a rasul?
what n-do:IPF-CVB.IPFV  AUX-M-Q Rasul
‘What is Rasul doing?’ {a=b} [Daniel et al. 2019: 227]

b. *sija  b-iq’-uwe le-w-ra  rasul?
what  N-do:IPF-CVB.IPFV  AUX-M-EGO Rasul

In attitude reports this marker behaves exactly as expected, it marks corefer-
ence with the attitude holder. In (19), a long-distance reflexive sunejni is inter-
preted as bound by Rasul, which is marked by the egophoric morphology.

(19) rasul uruy w-a‘q-ib  sune-jni  masin
Rasul  be.afraid  M-LV:PF-AOR self-ERG car

(b-ur?-ag-i-ra /  *b-u‘r?2-aq-ib) ile.
N:break-CAUS-AOR-EGO  N:break-CAUS-AOR COMP
‘Rasul, was afraid that he; broke the car.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 214]

Examples in (20) constitute a minimal pair with respect to coreference to the
attitude holder. Since Mehweb has indexical shift [Ganenkov 2019], first/second
person pronouns can refer to the attitude holder.? In (20), an interpretation of a
first person pronoun as referring to the attitude holder (Rasul) requires ego-
phoric marking (20a), while an interpretation of a first person pronoun as re-
ferring to someone else makes egophoric marking ungrammatical (20b).

(20) a. rasul uruy w-a’q-ib nu-ni  masin
Rasul be.afraid  M-LV:PF-AOR I-ERG car

(b-u'rz-aq-i-ra / *b-u‘r?-aq-ib) ile.
N:break-CAUS-AOR-EGO  N:break-CAUS-AOR COMP
‘Rasul, was afraid that he,; broke the car.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 214]

b. rasul uruy w-a’q-ib nu-ni  masin
Rasul  be.afraid  M-LV:PF-AOR  I-ERG car

(b-u’r?-ag-ib  / *b-u‘r2-aq-i-ra) ile.
N:break-CcAUS-AOR / N:break-CAUS-AOR-EGO COMP
‘Rasul; was afraid that I, broke the car.’ [Daniel et al. 2019: 214]

?In imaginary English with indexical shift, the sentence John thinks that I am smart has two
interpretations. Either John thinks that he himself is smart, or John thinks that the speaker is
smart.
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So far, nothing is out of ordinary, we have just confirmed that Mehweb ego-
phoricity is indeed egophoric. Interesting part is the interaction of Mehweb
egophoricity with the distinctly East Caucasian biabsolutive construction, which
is the topic of the next subsection.

3.2. Biabsolutive construction and egophoricity
3.2.1. The structure of the biabsolutive construction

3.2.1.1. Mehweb biabsolutive construction

Biabsolutive construction in East Caucasian languages is a peculiar class of sen-
tences where both the external and internal arguments of the predicate bear an
absolutive case, which is an unexpected configuration in ergative languages
like the East Caucasian ones. They usually involve some progressive aspectual
semantics.

For example, in (21) both the external argument nu ‘I’ and the internal ar-
gument kung ‘book’ both bear an absolutive case. This example is contrasted
with example in (22), which only differs from (21) with respect to the case
marking on the external argument (subsequently, the absolutive object controls
gender-number agreement).

(21) nu kung lc’-uwe le-w-*(ra).
I book read:IPF-CVB.IPFV  AUX-M-EGO
‘I'm reading the book.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 228]

(22) nu-ni  kung luc¢’-uwe le-b-(*ra).
I-ERG book read:IPF-CVB.IPFV  AUX-N-EGO
‘I'm reading the book.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 228]

Since the subject of both sentences is a first person pronoun, we could ex-
pect egophoric marking both in (21) and in (22), similarly to (13). However,
egophoric marking is infelicitous in (22), while being obligatory in (21). The
only difference between (13) and (21)—(22) is the presence of a periphrastic
verbal form, which involves an imperfective converb, suggesting that there
may be additional verbal structure, which makes the case contrast in (21)-
(22) possible.

Notably, the biaboslutive construction does not behave the same in different
East Caucasian languages. For example, [Gagliardi et al. 2014] argue that the
biabsolutive construction in Lak should be analyzed as monoclausal, while the



2021, TOM 4, BBIII. 2 TUITOJIOTHA MOP®OCHUHTAKCUYECKNX [TAPAMETPOB 47

biabsolutive construction in Tsez should be analyzed as involving control
[Gagliardi et al. 2014].

For Mehweb, [Ganenkov 2019] suggests that the biabsolutive construction
involves control. Evidence comes from agentivity restrictions on the subject
and the morphological make-up of reciprocals in the biabsolutive construction.

3.2.1.2. Agentivity restriction

The biabsolutive construction becomes ungrammatical or noticeably degraded
if the subject is not agentive, as shown in (23). The subjects s*a’r ‘wind’ and c’a
‘fire’ are not agentive in any sense of the word, which is what makes these sen-
tences ungrammatical. The ergative counterparts of these examples in (24) are
completely acceptable, showing that the source of unacceptability in (23) is
indeed the agentivity restriction of the biabsolutive construction.

(23) a. "g"a‘r mBut-be S$i§ d-uk’-aq-uwe le-b.
wind tree-PL move NPL-LV:IPF-CAUS-CVB.IPFV AUX-N
Int.: ‘The wind is shaking the trees.’ [Daniel et al. 2019: 228]

b. *c’a qul-le ig-uwe le-b.
fire house-pPL burn:IPF-CVB.IPFV  AUX-N
Int.: ‘The fire is burning houses.’ [Daniel et al. 2019: 228]

(24) a. g"a‘l-li-ni But’-be $is d-uk’-ag-uwe le-r.
wind-OBL-ERG tree-PL move NPL-LV:IPF-CAUS-CVB.IPFV  AUX-NPL
‘The wind is shaking the trees.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 193]

b. c’a-li-ni  qul-le ig-uwe le-b.
fire-OBL-ERG house-PL burn:IPF-CVB.IPFV  AUX-N
‘The fire is burning houses.’ [Daniel et al. 2019: 193]

This restriction constitutes a similarity between Mehweb biabsolutive con-
struction and obligatory control, which is argued to involve an agentivity re-
striction [Zu 2016], making it possible to suggest that Mehweb biabsolutive
construction involves control.

3.2.1.3. Reciprocals

Mehweb reciprocals consist of two numerals ca ‘one’, with one bearing the case
of the NP binding the reciprocal and the other one bearing the case, which any
DP would have in the reciprocal’s position.

In example (25) it is shown that the verb marks its non-subject argument
with the superlative case, while the subject is in absolutive. Thus, in (26), the
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reciprocal consists of two numerals ca ‘one’, one in absolutive case (ca) and one
in superlative (calice).

(25) cija hule d-iz-ur-a sune-la=1 ursi-li-ce?
who.ABS look F1-LV:PF-AOR-Q SELF-GEN=EMPH  SON-OBL-SUPER(LAT)
‘Who looked at her son?’ [Daniel et al. 2019: 192]

(26) uz-be ca-li-Ce ca hule b-iz-ur.
brother-PL.ABS one-OBL-SUPER(LAT) one.ABS look HPL-LV:PF-AOR
‘Brothers looked at each other.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 219]

Similarly, in example (27) the external argument Z2aliini ‘Ali’ is marked with
ergative case and the internal argument sinka ‘bear’ is marked with absolutive
case, while in (28) the two parts of the reciprocal are the ergative (calini) and
the absolutive (ca) forms of the numeral ‘one’.

(27) Z2ali-ini sinka b-a‘b2-ib.
Ali-ERG bear.ABS N-kill:PF-AOR

‘Ali killed a bear.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 191]

(28) uz-be-ni ca-li-ni ca b-a‘b2-ib.
brother-PL-ERG one-OBL-ERG one.ABS HPL-kill:PF-AOR
‘The brothers killed each other.’ [Daniel et al. 2019: 191]

What’s crucial, it is that in the biabsolutive construction the reciprocal con-
sists of an absolutive numeral and an ergative one, despite there being no overt
ergative nominal in the structure. Consider examples (29) and (30). In (29), it is
shown that the verb ‘help’ in Mehweb is a ditransitive version of aq’ ‘do’, which
takes the absolutive form of the noun kumak ‘help’, an ergative argument, the
one who helps, nuni ‘T’ in (29), and a dative argument, the one who is being
helped, ursilis ‘son’ in (29).

Importantly, once we look at this verb in a biabsolutive construction (30)
and make the dative argument a reciprocal, one part of the reciprocal is in the
dative case (calis), while the other is in the ergative case (calini), despite the
subject ule ‘children’ bearing absolutive case, which hints at presence of a silent
ergative element in the structure of (30).

(29) nu-ni di-la=1 ursi-li-s kumak b-aq’-i-ra.
I-ERG L.OBL-GEN=EMPH son-OBL-DAT  help.ABs N-d0:PF-AOR-EGO
‘I helped my son.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 195]
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(30) ule ca-li-ni ca-li-s kumak b-iq’-uwe le-b.
child-pL.ABS ~ one-OBL-ERG  one-OBL-DAT  help.ABS N-do:IPF-CVB.IPFV  AUX-HPL
‘The kids help one another.’ [Daniel et al. 2019: 220]

The conclusion is that there is a silent ergative nominal bearing element in
the structure, namely PRO, since the agentivity restriction already gives a rea-

son to pursue a control analysis of Mehweb biabsolutive construction.

3.2.1.4. The structure

Based on the arguments presented above, [Ganenkov 2019] sketches the fol-

lowing structure for Mehweb biabsolutive construction.
(1) [auxw DPpgs [vp PROgrg [DPps V1] AUX]

My problem with the sketch presented above is that the c-command relation
between the auxiliary and the absolutive subject does not predict that the abso-
lutive subject will control the gender-number agreement, since the absolutive
object will be the first p-feature bearing DP the auxiliary probe finds.?

Importantly, the structure in (31) cannot be vindicated by the auxiliary
being unable find any accessible DP and then extending the probing domain
in a Cyclic Agree fashion [Béjar, Rezac 2009], since in ergative counterparts
to biabsolutive clauses the auxiliary is able to agree with the absolutive object
as shown in (32a), where the auxiliary leb bears an agreement marker -b, which
indicates that the closest absolutive argument is animate and plural. Similarly,
in (32b), the auxiliary ler bears an agreement marker -r, which indicates that

the closest absolutive argument is inanimate and plural.

(32) a. nu-ni ul-e b-ulc-uwe le-b.
I-ERG child-pL.ABS HPL-catch:IPF-CVB.IPFV AUX-HPL
‘T am catching the kids.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 209]

® The ergative PRO is unable to participate in gender-number agreement in Mehweb, as
evident from the data of verbal periphrasis in Mehweb, as in (i). The fact that the auxiliary
probe (positioned higher than the vP with both arguments in it) skips the ergative DP shows
that the gender-number agreement in Mehweb is tuned to interact with absolutive DPs only
(probe-relativized case discrimination, [Deal 2017]).

(D) ursi-li-ni kagar-t luk’-uwe le-r.
boy-OBL-ERG ~ letter-PL.ABS  write:IPF-CVB.IPFV AUX-NPL
‘The boy writes letters.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 199]
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b. ursi-li-ni kawar-t luk’-uwe le-r.
boy-OBL-ERG  letter-PL.ABS ~ Write:IPF-CVB.IPFV AUX-NPL
‘The boy writes letters.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 199]

To account for the gender agreement data, I propose the sketch of the structure
presented in (33). By positing an additional little v head into the structure, I
derive the c-command relation needed for agreement to arise between the aux-
iliary and the subject absolutive DP.* This additional vP layer is what gives rise
to the difference between progressive and non-progressive clauses in Mehweb.
The peculiar properties of progressives (availability of biabsolutive marking and
unexpected behavior of ergative subjects with respect to egophoricity) are possi-
ble because of the additional vP layer (and the auxiliary, as will be shown later).

(33) AuxP
/ \
vP Aux
/\ [0 ]
DP,,, A
/ \
vP \'
/ \
PRO,,. A
/ \
VP \Y%
/ \
DP,,, \Y

Given the structure in (33), the auxiliary bears a ¢-probe that agrees with
the absolutive subject of biabsolutive sentences, which is exactly what the gen-
der agreement data shows. The structure in (33) also allows to suggest that the
ergative counterpart sentences, like (22), differ from biabsolutives only with
respect to the position of their subject. I propose that the ergative subjects in
progressive clauses are positioned in the specifier of the lower vP, exactly
where the PRO is present in biabsolutives.

* It may be the case that there is AspP right above the higher little vP in (31), following the
proposal by [Coon, Preminger 2012] that various aspectual splits found in many languages are
due to aspectual heads splitting the clause into two domains. Additional evidence for that could
come from the imperfective morphology on the lexical verb. I remain agnostic on the issue,
since nothing really hinges on it in this paper.
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In the next subsubsection, I will suggest that the structural differences be-
tween absolutive and ergative subjects of progressive clauses explain the differ-
ences in egophoric marking, namely, the apparent lack of it when the subject is
ergative.

3.2.2. Egophoric marking in the biabsolutive construction and its counterpart

As mentioned earlier, the egophoric marking curiously disappears when an er-
gative (35) counterpart to a biabsolutive sentence (34) is examined. The only
noticeable difference between these sentences is the case marking on the sub-
ject, nu ‘T’ (absolutive case) in (34) and nuni ‘T’ (ergative case) in (35).

(34) nu kung lc’-uwe le-w-*(ra).
I book read:IPF-CVB.IPFV  AUX-M-EGO
‘I am reading a book.’ [Daniel et al. 2019: 228]

(85) nu-ni kung luc¢’-uwe le-b-(*ra).
I-ERG book read:IPF-CVB.IPFV  AUX-N-EGO
‘I am reading a book.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 208]

To repeat an important point, there is nothing that makes (35) different from
(34) aside from the case marking of the subject and the presence of the ego-
phoric marker. [Ganenkov 2019] reports that no noticeable semantic difference
has been observed between biabsolutive progressive clauses and their counter-
parts with regular ergative marking. Thus, the only difference we may use in
an analysis is syntactic if we are to tie together the absence of egophoric mark-
ing in (35) with the case marking differences between (34) and (35). Addition-
ally, the explanation of the contrast in (34)-(35) should make use of the differ-
ence between structures of progressive and non-progressive sentences discussed
earlier, since the contrast in (34)-(35) is found in progressives only.

Given the structure in (33) we can suggest that the ergative subject nuni ‘T’ is
positioned in the place of the ergative PRO of the biabsolutive construction. Im-
portantly, this allows us to argue that the ergative subject in that position be-
comes unavailable for any syntactic operation, making the difference between
(34) and (35) a matter of the subject’s position in the structure.

Namely, I suggest that the ergative subject is inaccessible due to AuxP inter-
vening as a bearer of p-features, while the absolutive subject moves out of AuxP,
making it impossible for AuxP to intervene. As shown above in (32), the auxil-
iary agrees with the absolutive object, should the progressive clause have a
subject in ergative case. Thus, one could hypothesize that any syntactic process
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tuned to interact with a ¢-feature bearer would first find the AuxP and copy its
features onto itself, blocking any interaction with the ergative subject.

We are now able to explain the difference between (34) and (35). The rele-
vant parts of structure for (34)—(35) are given in (36). In both (36a) and (36b)
the probe on Aux agrees with the absolutive object and copies its features onto
itself.

(36) a. [EGO[@:1SG] ... wp[nul[@:1SG] ... pup[AUX[:3SG] o[ [V vplkungle:3sG] VI1111]

b. [EGO[¢:3SG] ... suppease [AUX[@:3SG] p[nuni[p:1SG] [v yp[kung[e:3sG] VI111]

In (36a), the egophoric probe finds the absolutive subject and copies its ¢-
features, which results egophoric marking being present. In (36b), on the other
hand, the egophoric probe is unable to find the ergative subject itself, which is
‘hidden’ in the lower clause. Instead, the egophoric probe finds AuxP, the struc-
turally closest XP that bears ¢-features. Since the features on Aux are the fea-
tures copied from the absolutive object, (35) lacks egophoric marking because
the absolutive object is not a first person nominal.

There are, undoubtedly, questions for this proposal, which I am unable to
answer, considering the lack of clause structure analysis in [Daniel et al. 2019].
For example, in order for the argument presented above to work, ergative sub-
jects in non-progressive clauses should move out of their initial position in
specifiers of vPs (as in (36a) and (37a)), since otherwise the egophoric probe
would always find the vP first and copy the absolutive argument’s features onto
itself (37b).

(37) a. [EGO[g:a] ... xp[DPprele:al ... g [PPerclp:ed [VIp:R] [V DPyysle: 111111

b. [EGO[:B] ... pop[DPrrale:al [VIg:R] [V DP,ysle:31111]

Nevertheless, since the structural position of the ergative subject is argued to
be what distinguishes (35) from (34), egophoric marking should be sensitive to
the purely syntactic difference between these sentences. Thus, we have an ar-
gument for egophoricity being sensitive to a non-local syntactic dependency,
which motivates an AGREE-based analysis of egophoric marking in Mehweb
Dargwa.

In the next section, I will try to give a more fleshed out analysis and provide
a parallel between egophoricity and agreement shift, another phenomenon asso-
ciated with self-ascription in attitude reports.
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4. Analysis

4.1. Egophoricity as interpretable agreement

4.1.1. Quick summary of the proposal

As stated in the previous subsection, egophoricity in Mehweb Dargwa should
be modelled via AGREE operation of contemporary minimalist syntax to predict
its sensitivity to syntactic locality.

Even if that is the case, a problem arises. Egophoric marking influences in-
terpretation, and that cannot be accounted for without providing a way to in-
terpret the features presented on the egophoric probe (wherever it is located).

The hypothesis I pursue in this section is given in (38)-(39). Firstly, I suggest
that egophoric element in the syntactic structure bears two distinct probes: a
person probe that copies subject’s person features and an index probe that copies
subject’s referential index (similarly to the system in [Arregi, Hanink 2021]).

Secondly, I argue that the egophoric marker is a spell-out of a [PART(ICIPANT)]
feature ([Harley, Ritter 2002]) on the person probe, to capture the fact that the
egophoric verbal form is the same regardless of illocutionary force/person fea-
ture on the subject [Daniel 2019]. Interpretation, on the other hand, works by
presupposing that the copied index on the index probe is mapped by the as-

signment function onto the individual SELF.

(38) Interpretation of features on the egophoric index probe:
EGO presupposes that for the index i on the subject DP g(i) = SELF

(39) Realization of egophoric morphology:
EGO[PART] < /ra/

How would this work for Mehweb Dargwa data? Consider the following ex-
ample where the subject nu ‘I’ is a first person pronoun and the clause is de-
clarative, which results in egophoric marking on the verb form usa?-un-na ‘fell

asleep’.

(40) nu usa?z-un-na.
I M.fall.asleep:PF-AOR-EGO

‘I fell asleep.’ [Daniel et al. 2019: 201]



2021, VOL. 4, ISS. 2 TYPOLOGY OF MORPHOSYNTACTIC PARAMETERS 54

The probe (wherever it is) finds the subject DP nu ‘I’ and copies the subject’s
person feature and index onto itself. Then, since the subject bears the privative
[PART] feature, the probe gets spelled out as /-ra/. And the index present on the
subject is interpreted as being mapped to SELF, the holder of epistemic authority.

For the analysis to work, I will assume that EGO is an evidential head
(ModEvid) higher than T and lower than C (according to the Cinque hierarchy,
[Cinque 1999]), which appears in structures to be interpreted as self-ascriptive.
This idea makes sense considering the evidential nature of egophoricity as a
grammatical phenomenon. Henceforth, I will call this head EGo head (for clar-
ity and simplicity).

The proposal above, however, raises an interesting issue of the motivation
for having two distinct probes for index and person. Clearly, there is an alter-
native of a single probe that copies both person feature and index. In the next
subsection I will show that the option with two distinct probes is preferable,
based on a peculiar agreement pattern in present progressive clauses of Mehweb
Dargwa.

4.1.2. Agreement in present progressive

[Ganenkov 2019] reports a curious contrast regarding ergative present progres-
sive sentences in Mehweb, which have been earlier referred to as ergative
counterparts to biabsolutive sentences. Recall that the argument in this paper
hinges on the lack of egophoric marking in those sentences, as in (41).

(41) nuni kung luc¢’-uwe le-b-(*ra).
I-ERG book read:IPF-CVB.IPFV  AUX-N-EGO
‘I am reading the book.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 208]

Importantly, this is not the whole picture. [Ganenkov 2019] reports that
egophoric marking becomes obligatory in ergative progressive sentences like
(41) when the absolutive object is a second person pronoun hu ‘you (sg)’ or
husa ‘you (pl)’, as in (42) and (43), respectively.

(42) nu-ni  hu ulc-uwe le-w-*(ra).
I-ERG you.ABS (M)catch:IPF-CVB.IPFV AUX-M-EGO
‘T am catching you (male).’ [Daniel et al. 2019: 208]

(43) nu-ni  husa b-ulc-uwe le-b-*(ra).
I-ERG YOU.PL.ABS HPL-catch:IPF-CVB.IPFV AUX-HPL-EGO
‘I am catching you all.” [Daniel et al. 2019: 209]
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I suggest that this phenomenon arises due to there being two separate probes

for person features and indices. I argue that the following takes place.

(44) What happens in (42):

a.

The person probe finds the AuxP which bears the ¢-features of the ob-

ject hu ‘you’.

. The operation in (a) makes the insides of AuxP available for probing

(cf. [Preminger 2011; van Urk, Richards 2015])

. The index probe finds the ergative subject nuni ‘I’ and gets its referen-

tial index.

. The EGO head ends up with a second person feature set [PART] and the

index of the speaker.

e. EGO[PART] gets spelled out as the egophoric marker.

The speaker is interpreted as bearing epistemic authority, since the in-

dex present on index EGO probe is mapped onto the speaker.

Contrast that with (41), which still involves self-ascription (thus we expect

the EGO head to appear).

(45) What happens in (41):

a.

The person probe finds the AuxP which bears the ¢-features of the ob-

ject hu ‘you’.

. The operation in (a) makes the insides of AuxP available for probing

(cf. [Preminger 2011; van Urk, Richards 2015])

. The index probe finds the ergative subject nuni ‘T’ and gets its referen-

tial index.

. The EGO head ends up with a third person feature set and the index of

the speaker.

. The third person feature set on EGO does not get spelled out as the ego-

phoric marker.
The speaker is interpreted as bearing epistemic authority, since the in-

dex present on index EGO probe is mapped onto the speaker.

Thus, I propose that the egophoric presupposition is still introduced in sen-

tences like (41), which lack the egophoric marking, while satisfying the condi-

tions on the subject and the illocutionary type of the sentence, the lack of ego-

phoric marking in those sentences is purely morphological.
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4.1.3. Full proposal

Since I have defended the view that the index and person features are copied
onto EGO independently, I am now in position to give a full analysis for ego-
phoricity in Mehweb Dargwa.

(46) Egophoricity in Mehweb Dargwa:
a. Egophoricity is an independent head in the syntactic structure.
b. It is positioned in the place of the Cinquean ModEvid head.
c. The EGO head has a person and an index probe. (egophoric syntax)
d. [1DX: i] on EGO presupposes that g(i) = SELF. (egophoric interpretation)
e. EGO[PART] <> /ra/. (egophoric morphology)

As has been argued above, the proposal in (46) predicts every property of
egophoricity in Mehweb Dargwa discussed earlier.

It is far from obvious, however, how exactly does (46) couple with the ego-
phoric behavior in attitude reports. In the next subsection I will argue that this
property of egophoricity should not be covered in (46), since it is a question of
a theory of shifted agreement, an independent phenomenon attested in lan-
guages without egophoricity.

4.2. Egophoricity and shifted agreement

Recall the behavior of egophoricity in attitude reports. Unlike independent sen-
tences, egophoric marking in attitude reports requires the subject to be corefer-
ent to the attitude holder. Under the proposal in (46) it is unclear why does a
third person DP coreferent to an attitude holder, which is not necessarily the
speaker of the utterance, trigger the egophoric morphology.

To shed more light at this puzzle, consider the phenomenon of shifted
agreement [Messick 2016; Sundaresan 2011]. Shifted agreement is a phenome-
non of a grammaticaly third person element triggering first/second person
agreement morphology on the verb in an attitude report. For example, in (47)
an anaphor taan controls® the first person agreement marker -een on the verb.
Likewise, in (48) a third person pronoun tanu controls the first person agree-

ment marker -nu on the verb.

> [Sundaresan 2011, 2020] argues that the agreement marker is controlled, in fact, by a
silent first person nominal in the structure. For current purposes I have summed up what happens
in examples with shifted agreement without appealing to silent elements in the syntactic structure.
Moreover, see [Messick 2016, 2020] for syntactic arguments against Sundaresan’s view.
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(47) Tamil [Sundaresan 2020: 7]

Ramani taan Sudha-ve  virlimb-ir-een-nnii  so-nn-aan.
Raman SELF Sudha-acc love-PRS-15G-COMP say-PST-3MSG

‘Raman; said that he, loves Sudha.’

(48) Telugu [Messick 2016: 2]

Raju tanu parigett-cece-nu ani cepp-cece-Du.
Raju 3sG run-pPST-1sG COMP say-PST-M.SG
‘Rajy, said that he, ran.’

I argue that this is exactly what happens in Mehweb egophoricity: we ob-
serve a third person nominal triggering a first/second person morphology on
the syntactic element, which agrees with this nominal. Additional support for
unifying egophoricity in Mehweb with a broader phenomenon of shifted agree-
ment comes from the fact that other Dargwa lects exhibit shifted agreement as
reported by [Ganenkov 2021].

(49) Aqusha Dargwa [Ganenkov 2021: 10]
Zalis hanbik-ib sa-j q’an iub-ra ili.
Ali  thought.3 self-m.sG late (M.SG)became-1  comp
‘Ali; thought that he, was late.’

Thus, I suggest that the proposal in (46) may be left as is, if we assume a
theory of shifted agreement that considers the first person morphology on the
verb to be first person morphology, while the interpretation is handled by
something else. An example of such theory is given in [Messick 2020].

Moreover, considering the availability of shifted agreement in Dargwa
[Sumbatova 2019], it is possible to make a conjecture that Mehweb egophoric-
ity has evolved from the shifted agreement.® Since shifted agreement is essen-
tially a way to mark embedded self-ascription it is only natural to expect that
Mehweb egophoric marking was derived via extending this strategy to inde-
pendent sentences. This consideration is additionally supported by the common
historical source of Mehweb egophoric markers and person agreement markers
in other Dargwa lects (as in Aqusha). See [Lum 2020] for a similar conclusion
with respect to egophoricity in Dhivehi, an Indo-Aryan language.

® Interestingly, [Coppock, Wechsler 2018] mention that egophoricity in Kathmandu Newari
is likely to have evolved from a marking strategy for control constructions (which is another
way to mark embedded self-ascription).
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The goal of this subsection was not to give an analysis of agreement shift,
but to show that an agreement-based theory of egophoric marking (such as one
presented here) may ignore the attitude reports data due to it being handled by
other mechanisms.

Furthermore, the similarity in semantics of shifted agreement and egophoric-
ity, coupled with availability of shifted agreement in languages related to
Mehweb Dargwa, allows to speculate that Mehweb egophoricity has evolved
from shifted agreement via extending a strategy of self-ascription marking for
subordinate clauses to independent ones.

5. Conclusion

In this paper I have attempted to give an agreement-based analysis of ego-
phoric marking in Mehweb Dargwa, an East Caucasian language. Let me repeat
my main proposal. Points (50a-c) concern syntax of egophoricity, the point
(50d) concerns semantics-pragmatics of egophoricity (along the lines of [Cop-
pock, Wechsler 2018]), and the point (50e) concerns morphological realization
of egophoricity.

(50) a. Egophoricity is an independent head in the syntactic structure.
b. It is positioned in the place of the Cinquean ModEvid head.
c. The EGO head has a person and an index probe.
d. [IDX: i] on EGO presupposes that g(i) = SELF.
e. EGO[PART] < /ra/.

The core idea of my analysis is that egophoricity is dependent on syntactic
agreement processes, as argued in section 3.2 based on the lack of egophoric
marking in contexts where there are reasons to suppose that the ergative sub-
ject is inaccessible for syntactic operations.

These processes are initiated by two probes: a person probe and an index
probe. The person probe is responsible for the morphology (50c¢) and the index
probe in responsible for the self-ascription presupposition of egophoricity
[Coppock, Wechsler 2018]. The dissociation of these probes has been argued
for in section 4.1.2, the main point being that it allows to capture strange pat-
terns of egophoric marking in present progressive straightforwardly.

Under the approach pursued in this paper, the curious behavior of ego-
phoricity in attitude reports is reduced to agreement shift, uniting two strate-
gies of self-ascription observed in human languages, and also supporting the
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view expressed in [Lum 2020] that egophoric marking may arise as a result of
“functional reanalysis of [the person agreement] marker in semi-direct speech”.

To conclude, egophoricity in Mehweb Dargwa is syntactic. Maybe this is true
for other languages as well.

Abbreviations

1, 2,3 —1%, 2™ 3" person; ABS — absolutive case; ACC — accusative; AOR — aorist; AUX — aux-
iliary verb; cAus — causative; CL. — gender agreement slot; COMP — complementizer; CVB —
converb; DAT — dative case; EGO — egophoric marker; EMPH — emphatic clitic; ERG — ergative
case; EVID — evidential marker; F — feminine gender; F1 — special Mehweb feminine gender
(for girls and unmarried women); FUT — future tense; GEN — genitive case; HPL — animate +
plural; IDX — index; INTER(LAT) — interlative case; IPF — imperfective stem; IPFVv — imperfective
aspect; Loc — locative case; Lv — light verb; M — masculine gender; N — neuter gender; NOM —
nominative case; NPL — neuter + plural; oBL — oblique case affix; PF — perfective stem; PFVv —
perfective aspect; PL — plural number; PRS — present tense; PST — past tense; SELF — reflexive
pronoun (also the SELF primitive of [Coppock, Wechsler 2018]); s¢ — singular number; su-
PER(LAT) — superlative case; Q — interrogative marker.
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TTOKA3ATEJIb KOCBEHHOM 3ACBHJIETEJIbCTBOBAHHOCTH
B YAMYPTCKHUX BOITPOCHUTEJIbHBIX KOHCTPYKLII/IHX*

Pe6eka Kybuu
Hrcmumym stunesucmuku BeHeepckoil akademuu Hayk / Cezedckull yHugepcumem

B cTaThe ucciienyercs Mapkep KOCBEHHOI 3acBHIETEIbCTBOBAHHOCTU B
BOIIPOCUTEJIBHBIX CTPYKTYpax B yAMYPTCKOM (ypaJIbCKUii, IepMCKHI) A3bIKe
C TUIOJIOTMYECKOHN TOUKU 3peHHA. PaccmaTprBaeMble 5BUJIeHIIMAIbHEIE T10-
KasaTesy BO3MOXHEI B BOIIPOCUTEJIBHBIX KOHCTPYKIUAX B YAMYPTCKOM A3BI-
ke 6e3 (opMaJIbHBIX OrpaHUYEHHUIl, M OHU OTPaKalT TOYKY 3peHHus IOBO-
pamero. Ux uHTepnpeTanys COOTBETCTBYeT MX MCIOJIb30BAHUIO B JeKjapa-
TUBHBIX OpMax: OHM TakK Xe OTMeYaloT KOCBEHHYI0 3aCBH/IeTeJIbCTBOBAH-
HOCTb M aJMHPATHUBHOCTb. DBHAEHIMAJIbHBIE (POPMBI CKJIOHHBI YKa3bIBATh
Ha MeHTaJIbHOe (M 5MOI[MOHAJIbHOE) COCTOsAHKE TOBOpSAIIero, U MpU 3TOM
BOIIPOCUTEJIbHBIE CTPYKTYPHl ¢ TAKUMH IOKa3aTe MU MOXHO WHTepIIpeTH-
pOBaTh Kak HeKaHOHWYECKHe BOIIPOCHL.

KiioueBble cJIOBa: YJIMYPTCKHIZ A3BIK, 3BUECHIMAJIBHOCTDb, BOIIPOCH-
TE€JIbHBIE CTPYKTYPbl, KOCBE€HHAA 3aCBUAECTEJIbCTBOBAHHOCTb, BOIIPOCHI, aA-
MHPATUBHOCTD.

Juia nurupoBaHus: Kyouu P. ITokasaTesib KOCBeHHOH 3aCBUAETEIIBCTBO-
BaHHOCTU B YAMYPTCKHX BOIPOCUTEJIbHBIX KOHCTPyKIuAx // Tumosorus
MopdocuHTaKcreckux napamerpos. 2021. Towm 4, Beim. 2. C. 62-80. (Ha axr-
JINHACKOM. )

" VicesiejoBaHue BBIMOJIHEHO TIPU MOAAepX)Ke HalnoHa IbHOTO BEJOMCTBA [0 MCCIIeOBAHUAM,
passutuio u uHHOoBauuaM (NKFIH, Benrpus), npoekT «3OBUAEHIMAJIbHOCTh B YpPabCKUX
A3pkax» (K139298, 2021-2024).
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The paper discusses the indirect evidential marker in interrogatives in
Udmurt (Uralic, Permic) from a typological point of view. Indirect eviden-
tials are possible in interrogative structures in Udmurt without formal re-
strictions and they mark the speaker’s perspective. Their interpretation is in
accordance with their use in declaratives: they mark indirect evidence and
mirativity. Indirect evidentials tend to signal the speaker’s mental (and emo-
tional) state in such cases interrogative structures can be interpreted as non-
canonical questions.
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1. Introduction

Evidentiality is a category concerning the type of information source one has
for a proposition [Aikhenvald 2004]. Although the notion of evidentiality and
types of evidence are categorized differently in the available literature, cf.
[Willett 1988, Aikhenvald 2004, Plungian 2010], generally, the types of direct
and indirect evidence are distinguished. Since in Udmurt only indirect eviden-
tiality is encoded morphologically, the study discusses indirect evidential forms
in interrogatives.

The analysis relies on contemporary data of the online Udmurt corpora and
on results of consultations with native speakers.! Interrogatives are typically
associated with the speech act of questioning, cf. [Sadock, Zwicky 1985: 178-
180; Higginbotham 1996]. The paper focuses on root interrogatives in ques-
tions. The study employs a typological point of view based on the works of
Aikhenvald [2004; 2015] and San Roque et al. [2017].

The paper is organized the following way: section 2 gives an overview on
the typological remarks on evidential marking in interrogatives and section 3
introduces evidentiality in declaratives in Udmurt. Section 4 discusses evidential
marking in interrogatives and section 5 summarizes the results and relates them

to the typological literature and to previous observations concerning Udmurt.

2. Typology of evidentials in questions

Typologically, the number of evidential markers possible in interrogative
clauses is less than in declaratives [Aikhenvald 2004: 244; 2015: 256]. The ty-
pology outlined by San Roque et al. [2017] focuses on morphological marking
of evidentiality in questions with interrogative morphosyntax. From the proper-
ties covered in their paper the issues of formal distribution and perspective are
relevant for evidential marking in questions in Udmurt. Beside these features,
the interpretation of such questions is also discussed in this section. Evidentials
in interrogative structures in a given language are typically viewed in compari-

son to declaratives.

! Corpus data are from the main and one of the subcorpora of the online Udmurt Corpora.
The main corpus has 9.57 million tokens and consists of texts of contemporary press, blogs, the
Udmurt translation of the New Testament and some articles of Udmurt Wikipedia. The
subcorpus has 2.66 million tokens and comprises open posts and comments of social media.
(http://udmurt.web-corpora.net/index.html, last accessed: 24/11,/2021).
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Formally unrestricted evidential marking in interrogatives means that the
same set of evidential markers can be found in interrogative structures as in
declaratives. This can be observed for example in Nganasan (Uralic, Samo-
yedic) which has a four-term evidential system. Evidential marking can be par-
tially restricted, therefore only a subset of evidential markers may appear in
questions or only some interrogative structures may include them. Partial re-
striction can be found in Jarawara (Arawan) which allows evidential marking
in polar but not in constituent interrogatives. There are languages where inter-
rogative clauses cannot be marked for evidentiality — that is the case in Enets
(Uralic, Samoyedic). Finally, a distinct evidential marking can be employed in
interrogatives with markers different from the ones found in declaratives (cf.
Tariana, Arawak).

Evidentiality is often viewed as a deictic category as it “marks a relation
between the speaker and the action they describe” [de Haan 2005: 379].
Evidentials are generally considered speaker deictic [Brugman and Macaulay
2015: 216], consequently the speaker-anchored perspective is the default in
declaratives. There are some languages which maintain this speaker-
anchored perspective in questions as well, such as in the Yukaghir languages
[Maslova 2003: 228]. However, it is cross-linguistically a more common pat-
tern that the perspective in interrogative structures changes to be addressee-
anchored, i.e. the evidential marker in questions signals the addressee’s in-
formation source anticipated by the speaker. This is also called interrogative
flip [Tenny and Speas 2013] and can be observed, for example, in Turkish
[Mericli 2016: 10]. In addition, in some cases either speaker or addressee
perspective seems to be a plausible interpretation, for example in Macedo-
nian [Friedman 2003: 201].

The evidential marking in questions may have semantic and pragmatic con-
notations different from the ones found in statements [Aikhenvald 2004: 242].
Evidentials can have mirative or epistemic overtone in questions and as a
pragmatic consequence, they are not interpreted as information seeking ques-
tions, but rather non-canonical ones, such as self-directed, relayed, or conjec-
tural [San Roque et al. 2017]. Furthermore, appropriateness should be men-
tioned as well, which is also in connection with the perspective represented by
evidentials in interrogatives and primarily concerns the issue of how polite it is

to make assumptions about the addressee’s knowledge.
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3. Evidentiality in declaratives in Udmurt

In Udmurt evidentiality can be expressed through morphological means only in the
past tenses. The system comprises an indirect evidential and a default past tense. In
the system the marking of indirect evidentiality is fused with the marking of the
past tense, therefore in descriptive grammars it is often referred to as 2™ past tense.
It primarily shows the speaker’s lack of direct evidence about the events in ques-
tion [Leinonen, Vilkuna 2000; Skribnik, Kehayov 2018]. The marker does not dif-
ferentiate between evidence types but values of hearsay or inferential evidence are
determined contextually. The indirect evidential is also used to express mirativity,
lack of control (only in first person context) and, implicitly, a lower degree of cer-
tainty® [Siegl 2004; Kubitsch 2022]. However, the exact interpretation the para-
digm conveys is usually context-bound. Consider example (1) which can have the
following interpretations in zero context: a) the speaker has indirect evidence (cf.
evidentiality), b) speaker has just realized the current state of affairs and therefore
might be surprised (cf. mirativity), c) the speaker is not committed to the truth of
the proposition and does not know well the circumstances of the event in question
(cf. epistemic modality, commitment). Note that these interpretations represent
different notions related to knowledge [Aikhenvald 2021].

(1) tunne gurtyn tylez kysi-Ilam
today  village-INE electricity-Acc switch.off-Ev.PST[3PL]
‘Today electricity has been switched off in the village.” (I heard or I infer)
‘Today electricity has been switched off in the village.” (I have not expected)
‘Today electricity has been switched off in the village.” (I am not entirely sure)

However, the use of the indirect evidential is not obligatory even if the
speaker has indirect evidence — the default past tense, often referred to as 1*
past, is widely applicable to describing events happened in the past [Siegl 2004;
Leinonen, Vilkuna 2000].3

% The indirect evidential can (but not necessarily) implicate lower degree of certainty due to
the pragmatic relationship between evidential source, evidential strength, and epistemic
modality [Givon 2001].

3 There is no unanimity in the literature of the Udmurt language about the status of the 1%
past tense — in some works [GSUJ 1962, Tepljashina, Lytkin 1976, Tarakanov 2011] it is
viewed as a direct evidential while other works consider it a default past tense [Leinonen,
Vilkuna 2000, Siegl 2004]. Based on the research of the author, encoding direct evidentiality is
clearly not part of the semantics of the paradigm, but it is important to mention that contextu-
ally, especially in contrast to indirect evidential forms, it indeed can be associated with direct
evidence, factuality, and higher degree of certainty.
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Evidential distinction is possible in the analytic past tenses as well. Such
tenses comprise a finite verb form and either the default past tense form or the
indirect evidential form of the verb ‘be’ that are val and vylem, respectively.

4. The indirect evidential in questions in Udmurt

Considering the Permic languages (Udmurt, Komi-Zyrian and Permyak) brief
remarks have been made previously by Skribnik and Kehayov [2018: 542] on
the occurrence and interpretation of evidentials in questions. These observa-
tions are based on the works of Leinonen and Vilkuna [2000: 498] and Siegl
[2004: 161]. According to these, evidentials are observed in polar questions*
but not in constituent questions. The evidential refers to the perspective of the
questioner and conveys assumption or surprise. Also, evidentials are considered
extremely rare in sentences marked orthographically as questions [Siegl 2004].
The following points discuss the typological properties outlined in the previous
section, and review and specify these claims focusing on Udmurt.

4.1. Formal distribution

Considering formal distribution three structures are discussed: constituent, po-
lar and alternative questions [cf. Krifka 2011: 1744]. The current subsection
focuses on structural properties and does not discuss interpretation. Notes on
interrogative structures and question formation in Udmurt are based on
Winkler [2011: 145-147], Miestamo [2011: 18] and Bartens [2000: 345].

The indirect evidential may appear in all question types introduced above.
Constituent questions (cf. example (2)) are formed with interrogative pronouns.
The position of the pronoun is not restricted in the sentence, but it usually ap-
pears in initial position. (2) is an extract from an interview conducted with an

expert of traditional handicraft.

(2) Ogja kyZy vuri-sko vyl-em vaskala  dyr-ja?
all.together how Sew-PRS.3PL be-EV.PST[35G] old time-ADV

‘Overall, how did they use to sew in the old times?’

* Both Leinonen and Vilkuna [2000: 498] and Siegl [2004: 161] cite one example for Komi-
Zyrian and Udmurt, respectively. However, the Komi-Zyrian question does not have polar
interrogative morphosyntax and it might be considered a rising declarative. In the Udmurt
example the indirect evidential form appears in a statement which is followed by a question
tag. Therefore, the indirect evidential form does not appear in an interrogative syntactic
environment.
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Polar interrogatives (cf. examples (3) and (4)) are formed with the clitic =a
that is attached to the focus of the question. However, the clitic is ungrammatical
with some other particles, such as the emphatic uk or ved [Zubova et al. 2020].
Alternatively, polar questions can be marked only by intonation as well with a
rising intonation on the constituent the focus of the question [GSUJ 1970: 26].

(3) is part of an interview with a famous Udmurt writer. The polar question
clitic is attached to the verb in its indirect evidential form, but the joint appear-
ance of =a and the indirect evidential is also possible in questions where it is
attached to some other constituent of the sentence.” In (4) the question presup-
poses that human sacrificial rituals happened among Udmurts in the 18" century
and asks about their frequency. The clitic is attached to the adverb ¢em ‘often’.

(3) Sajan vylem=a so piéi dyr-ja-z?
mischievous  be-EV[3sG]=0Q s/he small time-INE-POSS.3SG
‘Was she mischievous when she was a little child?’

(4) Cem=a pumisky-lo vyl-em atlo  vakyt-e udmurt-jos pélyn

often=Q  meet-FUT.3PL  be-EV.PST[3sG] earlier period-iLL ~ Udmurt-pL PP

adami-os-ty vosan-jos?
human-pL-Acc sacrificial.ritual-pPL

‘Were human sacrificial rituals frequently encountered among Udmurts in
earlier times?’

Alternative questions are formed either with the disjunction jake ‘or’ or with
the double use of the polar interrogative clitic on the focused constituents. Some-
times a combination of both strategies can be observed, just as in (5), in which
the question is evoked by a piece of news about a musician who sells his accor-
dion. Each disjunct is marked with the clitic =a and the disjunction jake ‘or’.

(5) Artist-len uksSo-jez=a byr-em jake
artist-GEN  money-P0SS.3sG=Q  run.out-EV.pST[3SG] or
krezgur  tirlyk-jos-yz-a ukyr  tros lukaski-LTam?
music instrument-PL-P0OSS.35G=Q too0 much  collect-Ev.pST[3PL]

‘Did either the artist run out of money, or did he accumulate too many
musical instruments?’

> Such questions can be considered focus questions. Focus questions contain a focused
constituent and have background assumptions which are not part of the question [Kiefer 1980:
100-101]. In example (4) the background assumption is that there were indeed human sacrificial
rituals, and the question focuses on their frequency.
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Although the paper focuses on root interrogatives, it has to be mentioned
that indirect evidentials appear in embedded interrogatives as well, since evi-
dential marking is possible in subordinate clauses in Udmurt.® Example (6) is a
comment on a story about how some children were attacked by dogs and saved

themselves by climbing to the top of a tree.

(6) Kyfy syce pici $pana-os kyz jyle tuby-ny bygati-ITlam,

how such small child-pL pine peak-iLL climb-INF  be.able-Ev.PST[3PL]

mon ponna vala—n—tem.
I PP understand-NMLZ-CAR

‘How such small children could climb to the top of the pine tree, I cannot
understand.’

As the examples show, Udmurt can be reckoned among languages with for-
mally unrestricted evidential marking in interrogatives, even though differ-
ences can be observed in the frequency of structures — that is discussed in sec-
tion 4.4.

4.2. Perspective

In accordance with previous claims, the current investigation confirms that the
indirect evidential maintains the speaker’s perspective in interrogatives.

In the context of example (7) the author of this segment is having a phone
conversation with their mother. The mother suddenly hangs up and calls
again thirty minutes later and explains herself (i.e. her husband brought
guests). The questioner asks the question in (7). In this case the questioner
has only indirect evidence as they are in a different town at the time, and
talking on the phone. The addressee of the question, however, being present,

has direct evidence.

(7) Kin-jos-yz so pyr-t-em?
who-PL-ACC s/he enter-CAUS-EV.PST[3SG]
‘Who did he welcome?’

¢ Evidential marking in subordinate clauses is typologically rare [Forker 2018]. In Udmurt
indirect evidential forms in subordinate clauses are used to indicate indirect evidence and
mirativity. They are more frequently observed in complement clauses with verbs expressing
cognitive processes or speech in the main clause (verba dicendi et sentiendi).
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Example (8) also shows speaker-anchored perspective. It is part of short re-
port on a krezh’ playing contest. One of the contestants participated with their
mother and brothers. The mother tells the reporter that all their children are
quite musical, they play different musical instruments and also sing. After that,
the reporter asks the mother the question seen in (8). The questioner does not
have direct evidence about the background of the addressee’s children, while,
naturally, the addressee has.

(8) Kin vyZy-je  myni-llam nylpi-os-ty?
who root-ILL g0-EV.PST[3PL] child-PL-POSS.2PL
‘Whose tracks your children followed?’

The evidential contribution targets the presupposition of the question [cf.
Maslova 2003 on Yukaghir]. In (7) the presupposition is that the father wel-
comed someone, and the evidential contribution is that the questioner has indi-
rect evidence about this. In (8) the questioner presupposes that the children are
musical because they followed the steps of one of their relatives and the indi-
rect evidential shows that questioner’s lack of direct evidence. The same can be
observed in the examples in section 4.1. For instance, in example (2) the pre-
supposition is that there is a way they used to sew in the old times. The eviden-
tial contribution is that the questioner has indirect evidence about the presup-
position. In languages with addressee-anchored perspective in interrogatives
the evidential contributes to the answer (i.e. the questioner assumes a specific
type of evidence the answer will be based on).

Based on the evaluation of native speakers it seems that the addressee-
anchored interpretation of the indirect evidential is not possible in questions.
Speakers were presented with the following situation: we are playing a game
when I hide a marble in one of my hands and they have to guess in which hand
it is. In the description it was specified that they did not see me hiding the
marble and they do not know in which hand it is currently located. After that,
speakers had to judge which of the following questions would be acceptable in
this situation:

(9) a. Jadro-jez kud-az ki-jam vati-skem?
marble-DET which-DET.ILL  hand-1LL.P0SS.1SG hide-Ev.PST[1SG]

‘Which hand did I hide the marble in?’

7 Traditional Udmurt musical instrument.
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b. Jadrojez kudaz kijam vat-i?
marble-DET which-DET.ILL.  hand-1LL.P0sS.1sG hide-PST[1SG]

‘Which hand did I hide the marble in?’

In declaratives first person indirect evidential forms encode the speaker’s
lack of control or lack of awareness in connection with their own actions which
are typically realized post factum due to some sort of evidence [Kubitsch
2019]. If addressee-anchored perspective was possible, and the indirect eviden-
tial flipped in interrogatives to say something about the information status of
the addressee, it could be used in questions to show the addressee’s lack of di-
rect evidence and awareness about the whereabouts of the marble. However,
consultations showed that in such cases the first person evidential form con-
veys the same meaning as in declaratives — it expresses the speaker’s lack of
control, in this specific case, for example, the speaker has forgotten where they
hid the marble. Because of this the use of the indirect evidential is infelicitous
in the context outlined above.®

According to the typological literature the speaker-anchored perspective in
interrogatives is typical for languages with indirect or inferential evidentials
[San Roque et al. 2017: 134]. The more direct the evidence the marker is en-
coding,’ the more likely it represents addressee perspective in questions. In
Udmurt, the different types of indirect evidence are not basic categories, the

indirect evidential marking is not differentiated from this point of view.'°

8 However, the judgment of native speakers was not completely homogenous — for some of
them the indirect evidential form was acceptable to some extent in the above mentioned situa-
tion, but they immediately noted that the default past tense is preferred. Even though it may be
acceptable, based on their evaluation, the form still encodes the speaker’s lack of control. It is
possible that in the context above the indirect evidential could be used as a stylistic strategy
when the speaker behaves as if they did not know where the marble is or in remind-me ques-
tions. However, this assumption needs further investigation.

° The outlined hierarchy: participation > vision > other sensory experience > inference/report
[San Roque et al. 2017: 133].

1% From a historic point of view, Udmurt indirect evidentiality is also in connection with in-
ferentiality. The paradigm of the indirect evidential past tense is based on the perfect participle
and in many works the paradigm is historically associated with a perfect past tense [Bartens
2000: 202-203; Izvorski 1997: 236]. In addition, a typological connection is established be-
tween inference and perfect meanings [Comrie 1976: 110; Aikhenvald 2015: 268] as both cate-
gory focuses on the result of an event and perfects can develop into evidentials in many lan-
guages [Bybee et al. 1994: 971].
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4.3. Interpretation

As some examples have already suggested, the indirect evidential in questions
has the same types of interpretation as in statements. It can signal the ques-
tioner’s indirect evidence (cf. (2), (7), (8)), mirativity'* and lack of control. The
latter is possible only in first person contexts (cf. (9a)). These notions are
strongly connected, and they do not exclude each other. Speaking of declara-
tives, a piece of information can be acquired through indirect means and be
unexpected at the same time. The same holds for questions — despite the
speaker’s lack of direct evidence about the events the indirect evidential also
can imply mirativity.'?

The latter can result in the pragmatic consequence that such questions rather
reflect the speaker’s mental and emotional state than seeking for information.
The speaker’s realization of the occurrence of a (possible unexpected) event
triggers them posing (rather than asking) a question [cf. Lyons 1977]. Utter-
ances with the indirect evidential are often considered to be more emotive, not
only in questions, but in declaratives as well. Also, an emotional value is fre-
quently associated with mirative markers in the typological literature [Aikhen-
vald 2012]. Utilizing the emotiveness of the indirect evidential to show the
speaker’s attitude towards the propositional content results in non-canonical
questions, such as questions posed to express wonder (cf. (10)) or reflective
ones (cf. (11)). Reflective questions do not oblige the addressee to answer but
express the speaker’s interest in an issue [Krifka 2011: 1743]. In Udmurt these
questions are also often accompanied with the speaker’s surprise or with other
emotional values. This also shows that indirect evidential forms maintain the
speaker’s viewpoint in questions as they reflect on the speaker’s emotional and
mental status. In written texts such questions are often marked orthographi-
cally differently (e.g. excessive use of punctuation).

! Mirativity is typically associated with new information and speaker’s surprise [DeLancey
1997]. Here I adopt the definition of Mexas [2016] about mirativity. According to his analysis,
the core meaning of mirativity is realization, namely the transition from the state of lacking
awareness to the state of awareness. This realization can result in speaker’s surprise, but surprise
is not a criterion for the mirative reading. Other kindred notions are unexpectedness and counter-
expectation (cf. [Slobin, Aksu 1982]), which can be the cause of mirative marking. According
to Mexas [2016: 10] unexpectedness is an overtone of realization, which can be “the logical
antecedent of the latter (i.e. realization), although not necessarily a condition for its occurrence”.

12 Note, that the mirative interpretation in declaratives is not always implied. Instances can
be found of the evidential past tense form of the verb ‘be’ vylem which encodes mirativity
without referring to the information source of the speaker. Such type of use was not observed
in questions so far.
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Emotive value can be seen in (10). For the jubilee of a regional newspaper
local students prepared presents made from former issues of the paper (e.g. a
dress, a dog, a doll, flowers and a cake). Members of the editorial board were
amazed by the creativity of the students and the number of gifts they had pre-
pared. After describing the gifts in detail, the author of the segment poses the
questions below. On the one hand the speaker has indirect evidence as they
were not present during the preparation of the gifts. On the other hand, the use
of the indirect evidential highlights their astonishment.

(10) Ku van-ze ta-je  soos  vui-lTam lesty-ny?!
when  all-DET.ACC this-Acc they arrive-EV.PST[3PL] make-INF
KyZy bygati-lITam tace usto pormyty-ny?!
how be.able-Ev.psT[3PL] such excellent make-INF

‘When did they have the time to do all of this?! How could they make it
so wonderfully?!’

In example (11) the speaker expresses their incomprehension (and disap-
proval) that a Russian woman is sent to a Finno-Ugric beauty pageant as an
Udmurt delegate. The indirect evidential shows the speaker’s evidence type and
increases the emotive value of the question complementing the expression of
the speaker’s attitude. In order to have a better understanding of the context
not only the question formed with the indirect evidential is presented, but the

questions preceding and following it.

(11) Maly finn-ugor coSatskon-e 3ué nyl myn-e?

why Finno-Ugric =~ competition-iL. ~ Russian girl go-PRS.35G

Ma, Ceber UDMURT nyl-jos byri-IlTam=a???
what, beautiful =~ Udmurt girl-PL.  run.out-EV.PST[3PL] =Q

Jake  so udmurt=a? Kin ke tod-e=a??
or s/he Udmurt=0 who if know-PRS.35G6=Q

‘Why does a Russian girl participate in the Finno-Ugric competition?
What, have we run out of beautiful UDMURT girls??? Or is she Udmurt?

Does anyone know??’

The inference about the possible unavailability of an Udmurt woman suit-
able for a beauty pageant is drawn by the fact that a Russian one is participat-

ing. The question does not actually seek for information, but it is a speculation
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about the evaluation of evidence. The indirect evidential form indicates that
the inference (there are not available Udmurt women for the competition) does
not correlate with the speaker’s beliefs (there should be available Udmurt
women who can be sent to a Finno-Ugric themed competition). The contradic-
tion is underlined by the questions following the highlighted segment — the
conclusion does not correspond to the speaker’s expectations therefore they try
to resolve the contradiction by asking whether the participant might be Udmurt
after all.

Furthermore, based on consultations with native speakers,"® a distinction can
be made between questions formed with the indirect evidential and with the
non-evidential past tense in terms of expressing the speaker’s attitude and seek-
ing for information. Such difference was established by the third of the infor-

mants.

(12) a. Kyzy aglo tyl-tek uli-I'Tam?
how long.ago  electricity-car live-EV.PST[3PL]

‘How did they live without electricity back then?’

b. KyZy aZlo tyl-tek ul-i-zy?
how long.ago e lectricity-car  live-pST-3PL

‘How did they live without electricity back then?’

According to this distinction, the question formed with the indirect eviden-
tial (12a) highlights the speaker’s attitude towards the propositional content.
As a result, such questions are formed to express the speaker’s surprise or won-
dering about a given situation but do not necessarily request an answer. During
the consultations they were often paraphrased inserting the particle meda ‘I

wonder’ (example (13)) which are used in reflective questions [Zubova 2018].

(13) KyZy meda aglo tyl-tek uli-I'Tam?
how PTC long.ago electricity-car live-Ev.pST[3PL]

‘[T wonder] how they lived without electricity.’

13 Consultations were originally conducted to examine evidentiality in Udmurt and were
carried out with 26 native informants. During the task speakers had to provide a possible
speech situation in which, in their estimation, the given sentence can be uttered. Informants
first were presented with the sentence including evidential past tense forms. After that a
modified version of the sentence with the default past tense form were given and speakers had
to characterize the differences between the two versions of the sentence.
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However, the question formed with the non-evidential past tense (12.b)
seeks for information and is not associated with an emotional value. Differ-
ences can be observed between the prosody as well: information seeking con-
stituent questions have a falling, while questions displaying the speaker’s emo-
tional state have a rising intonation.

Of course, the content of the question seen in example (12) is prone to have
the interpretation of speaker’s surprise. But the fact that some speakers distin-
guished indirect evidential and past tense forms according to the above men-
tioned viewpoints, confirms that the indirect evidential can contribute to the
non-canonical interpretation of a question.

It is important that the use of the indirect evidential does not automatically
result in a non-canonical question. Indirect evidentials can occur in proper in-
formation seeking questions without any overtone of wondering or surprise (cf.
examples (2), (3), (7), (8)). Therefore, their application in questions is not a
systematic strategy to form non-canonical questions. But such forms are still
tools for highlighting the speaker’s emotional and mental state towards the
propositional content.

4.4. Remarks on frequency

There is no precise data available about the frequency of evidential marking in
interrogatives although some observations can be made in this regard. For
practical reasons, claims about frequency are based on a sample of texts col-
lected from blogs.”® The collection contains 300 blog entries, approximately
86000 tokens, 1151 indirect evidential forms. The table below summarizes the

distribution of questions containing an indirect evidential verb form.

Table 1. Distribution of questions containing an indirect evidential verb form

Constituent questions Alternative questions | Polar questions

n/a n/a Morphosyntactically | Morphosyntactically
marked unmarked

Root Embedded Root Embedded Root | Embedded Root | Embedded

13 4 1 — — — 1 1

17 1 2

14 In addition, according to Krasnova [2010: 118] “emotional” questions have steeper rises
and falls in their pitch contour compared to information seeking ones. However, her analysis
has been carried out on polar questions.

!> The online Udmurt corpora is excellent to find examples but despite all advantages, it is
not suitable for a statistical analysis of evidential marking in questions.
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Based on the sample it can be seen, that from the 20 attested questions, 17
of them were constituent questions, and only 2 were polar ones. Although,
none of them were formed with the =a clitic, i.e., structurally they were not
interrogatives. Corpus data show that indirect evidential marking is nonethe-
less possible in polar interrogatives (cf. (3)). However, the dominance of con-
stituent questions in the sample can tell us about the frequency of evidential
marking in different types of questions/interrogative structures.

Based on this sample and my own observations evidential marking in inter-
rogatives is not a commonly attested phenomenon. Also, evidentials in polar
interrogatives seem to be less frequent than in constituent ones. San Roque et
al. [2017] report on similar findings in their typological research on languages
which maintain speaker-anchored perspective in interrogative structures. A
possible reason outlined by their study is that in the case of constituent ques-
tions the reality of an event is presupposed by the speaker to some extent
(ibid.), i.e. the speaker knows that the event has happened but is ignorant for
some details (cf. (2), (7)). The Udmurt data seem to confirm this claim.

5. Conclusion

The paper reviewed the occurrence and use of the indirect evidential past tense
in interrogatives in Udmurt from a typological point of view. It can be con-
cluded that such forms can occur in different types of interrogative structures
without formal restrictions. Evidentially marked interrogatives maintain the
speaker’s perspective. The interpretation of the indirect evidentials in such con-
structions is in accordance with their interpretation in their declarative coun-
terparts. They encode the speaker’s indirect evidence, and they can also express
mirativity. Encoding the speaker’s emotional and mental state via the evidentials
results in the pragmatic consequence that these questions do not primarily seek
for information. In connection with frequency, it can be postulated that eviden-
tial marking in interrogative structures and in questions generally is rare.

The findings partially confirm and specify further the previous observations
about the topic. From a structural point of view, up to this point indirect evi-
dentials were observed only in polar questions, however, none of the cited ex-
amples contain the polar interrogative clitic. Examples have shown that indi-
rect evidentials are compatible with the polar interrogative clitic =a. They also
appear in constituent and alternative question structures as well. Considering
the perspective encoded by the evidential, the current findings confirm the



2021, TOM 4, BBIII. 2 TUITOJIOTHA MOP®OCHUHTAKCUYECKNX [TAPAMETPOB 77

previous claim (e.g. speaker-anchored perspective). The interpretation of evi-
dentially marked questions show that they do not only encode assumption, but
rather indirect evidence in general. Also, they are attested in canonical (cf. ex-
ample (2), (3), (7), (8)) and special questions (cf. examples (10), (11), (12a)).
Observations about frequency can also be specified, namely, that indirect evi-
dential forms occurred more often in constituent questions. Also, a possible
pragmatic consequence is outlined of the use of indirect evidentials in in inter-
rogative structures.

Furthermore, the Udmurt data confirm two typological claims proposed by
San Roque et al. [2017]. One is that the speaker-anchored perspective in inter-
rogatives is typical for languages which have a non-differentiated indirect evi-
dential marker (cf. section 4.2). The second one is that speaker-anchored evi-
dentials are typologically more frequently observed in constituent questions (cf.
section 4.4).

Abbreviations

1, 2, 3 — 1%, 2 3" person; ACC — accusative; ADV — adverbialis; EV.PST — evidential past
tense; CAR — caritive; CAUS — causative; CvB — converb; DET — determinative; FUT — future
tense; GEN — genitive; INF — infinitive; INE — inessive; INS — instrumental; ILL — illative; NMLZ —
nominalizer; PRS — present tense; PST — past tense; PL — plural; POSS — possessive; PP — post-
position; PTC — particle; pTcP — participle; SG — singular; Q — question clitic.
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JIOKATHBBI OTO HE ITAJIEXXH: JAHHBIE JIAKCKOT'O SI3BIKA

Opa Mamywanckan
HayuoHatbHelll yeHmp HayuHblX uccae0ogaHutl @panyuu /
Ynueepcumem Ilapudc-8 / Ympexmckuil yHugepcumem

I'enepaTuBHCTCKUI MOAXO[ K MajexaM Kak K IpPU3HaKaM MMeHHOH IpyI-
IIBI, OTPaXalIM ee CBA3b C APYroll COoCTaBJIAIIIel], HeCOBMECTUM C MeCT-
HBIMU TNTaJieXkaMH, KOTOpble ¥ KOJUPYIOT ceMaHTHYecKre COOTHOIIeHN A, U Ha-
CJ1avBaloOTCA APYT Ha ApyTa, 3aCTaBJiAA [IPeANoJIOKUTh HaJlluie He3aBUCHMBIX
CUHTaKCUYeCKUX BepHIMH. Sl Ipejjiaraio aHaJIM3UPOBaTh JIAKCKWE MeCTHbIe
HajieXu Kak MMeHHbIe cyGbOUKCH ¢ 0CEBOM CEMaHTHKOH, KakK top B tabletop.

KitioueBhle cJIoBa: MajeXx, MecTHBIE TIafe)Xy, HaXCKO-qarecTaHCKe SA3BIKH,
JIAKCKUH A3BIK.
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LOCATIVES ARE NOT CASES: EVIDENCE FROM LAK
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The generativist view of cases as features of an NP reflecting a relation to
another constituent is incompatible with locative cases, which both encode
semantic relations and stack in ways that indicate an independent syntactic
projection. I will argue that Lak locative cases are best treated as nominal
suffixes with axial semantics, like top in tabletop.
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1. Introduction: Case, locative cases, and Lak

Case is usually defined as a system of marking a relation established between
an NP and another element in the structure, as in [Blake 1994: 6]: “Case is a
system of marking dependent nouns for the type of relationship they bear to
their heads”. In the generative syntax Case has been implemented as a feature
(or a feature bundle) on the noun phrase that varies in function of what that
noun phrase establishes an (agreement) relation with (a functional head in a
certain configuration for structural cases, the theta-assigner for inherent
cases).! As is easy to see, this basic view is incompatible with semantic cases, of
which locative cases are a principled subpart. In this paper I will argue that the
so-called “locative cases” of Lak are in fact contentful morphemes.

Lak (lbe, a Nakh-Dagestanian language of Northeast Caucasus) has a rich sys-
tem of locative affixes. While [Mypkenunckuii 1971] advances the hypothesis
that these affixes are postpositions, they are far more usually described as cases
([XKupkoB 1955; Kazenun 2013; Tecrener 2019], etc.). The locative specifica-
tion of a noun phrase is constructed, as is usual for this group of languages, by
the combination of a “series” marker (indicating the spatial relation) and a
“mode” marker (indicating the type of movement or lack thereof). The spellout
of locational affixes is agglutinative (1): all dynamic (directional, or “mode”)
suffixes are added on top of the essive (locative, “series”) ones. The affixes are
attached to the noun in its oblique form (indicated by the suffixal augment to
be discussed below), while adjectives, demonstratives, etc., are not marked for
case ([>Kupxkos 1955: 45]).

(1) a. g:at-lu-v(u) inessive, I-a
house-OBL-IN

‘in the house’ [XKupkoB 1955: 36]

b. q:at-lu-vu-x intranslative, IV-a
house-OBL-IN-TRS

‘through the house’ [XKupxos 1955: 36]

c. g:at-lu-lu-x subtranslative, IV-f
house-OBL-SUB-TRS

‘across under the house’ [2)Kupkos 1955: 37]

! One variant of this view (e.g., [Toman 1994; Watanabe 2006]) is that Case is not a
property of the noun phrase (NP, DP) but rather of a special functional projection KP taking
that noun phrase as a complement. For our purposes this makes no difference.
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This highly agglutinative nature of Nakh-Dagestanian case systems (see
[Mel’¢uk 2006; Daniel, Ganenkov 2009; Radkevich 2010; Kasenun 2013;
Tectenerr 2019], among many others) has led [Comrie, Polinsky 1998] to
conclude the locative sub-domains of this case system should not be viewed
as a list of cases on a par with the core cases of Indo-European languages and
structural case.

Table 1. Lak locative cases

essive allative elative translative versative
a. -v(u ‘i’ (%) -n -a(tw) -X -maj
b. +‘on’ %) -n -a(tu) -X -maj
c. -lu‘under (%) -n -a(tw) -X -maj
d. -x ‘behind’ %) -n -a(tu) -X -maj
e. -&a‘near (%) -n -a(tw) -X -maj
f.  -¢’‘nextto’ %, -n -a(tu) -X -maj

‘at’ ‘to’ ‘from’ ‘via’ ‘towards’

In fact, as already noted in [van Riemsdijk, Huybregts 2002], locative case
composition follows the usually assumed syntax for paths ([Jackendoff 1973;
1983; 1990; Koopman 2000; den Dikken 2003], etc.): paths are constructed on
the basis of places, as shown in (2). The fact that the static (essive) mode in
Lak does not have an overt suffix (1a) supports this intuition.?

(2) PathP general consensus
Path°/ \PlaceP
from Plz( \NP
under the sink

One view of Lak (and generally, ND) locative systems is that the locative
affixes are in fact the functional heads Place® and Path’ in (2), i.e., adposi-

tions ([Mypkenuuckuii 1971] for Lak, [van Riemsdijk, Huybregts 2002] for

% Such is not always the case in ND languages: in Akhvakh and Tindin essives are marked
([Radkevich 2010: 4] without reference; [Maromentexosa 1967: 61]: Akhvakh essive is marked
with -e- alternating with —i-).
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Lezgian).? If, however, they are regarded as cases, i.e., as features of the noun
phrase ([XKupkoB 1955; Kazenun 2013; Tecrener; 2019], etc.), several prob-
lems arise.

As is obvious from both its semantics and its morphology, a dynamic case,
such as a sublative, consists of two sub-features: [sub] ‘under’ and [trs]
‘through’ reflecting the features of Place (under) and of Path (through). Suppos-
ing the structure in (3), in order for the two features to be realized agglutina-
tively in the order in (1c), it is necessary to assume that they are ordered al-
ready on the NP. In other words, we need a structured case-feature bundle, and

its structure has to reflect the order of assignment.

(3) a. subtranslative, IV-f (1c)
[TRS-]
Path® PlaceP [suB-]
thought Place’
under house-SUB-TRS

The need for this structure appears to be successfully resolved under the
view (e.g., [Caha 2007; 2008; 2010]) where each case corresponds to some
functional projection KP on top of an NP. Under this view, there is no case-
feature assignment, there is selection for a certain KP, and the specific mor-

phemes -lu ‘under’ and -x ‘via’ are realizations of the relevant KPs:

(3) b. KP, subtranslative, IV-f (1c)
/ \
Krpse
/\ |
Ksupr  TRS

house SUB

% Lak has “postpositions” that are distinct from “case markers”, we will return to this issue
in section 2.3.
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The same questions arise, however: how come the order of the two KPs re-
flects the order of the functional P-heads assigning the relevant cases? Note that
if the semantics of ‘under’ and ‘through’ is present at Kq;;° and K°, respectively,
the question arises of how these K-heads are different from adpositions.

It seems therefore reasonable to hypothesize with [Mypkenuackuii 1971]
that Lak locative cases are actually adpositions. It turns out, however, that this
solution is insufficient.

2. Lak locative affixes as heads rather than features

As discussed above, Lak locative suffixes have clear semantic import, which is
not the case for prototypical cases, such as dative or genitive.* Treating them as
cases, i.e., as reflections of another element in the derivation, would entail pos-
tulating at least nine phonologically null prepositions with different semantics
(the five localizing ones and the four non-stative modes).

It would also mean the existence in the language of several cases that can
only be assigned by these null prepositions: thus, for instance, the elative suffix
-a does not occur anywhere except on top of some localizing affix (as well as of
certain locative adverbials, like Sava ‘home’ or lagma ‘around’, on which see
[>KupkoB 1955: 127; MypkenuHckuii 1971: 246]). It seems unreasonable to
have a case assigned by only one null morpheme. In addition to these logical
arguments, we also have some morphosyntactic reasons against treating Lak
locative suffixes as cases.

2.1. Versative

The versative “mode” suffix is special in two ways (4)—(5). Firstly, unlike the
allative, elative and translative suffixes, it combines with allatives rather than
with essives. Secondly, it contains a class marker agreeing with the absolutive
argument ([2)Kupkos 1955: 39-40; Mypxkenunckuii 1971: 87]), which is most
often also the subject of motion.”> This kind of agreement also characterizes
some other Lak spatial expressions, including Sava ‘home’ (which can be lexi-
cally specified to bear uninterpretable class features).

* Though, as shown by [Cysouw, Forker 2009; Daniel, Ganenkov 2009], locative cases may
have non-spatial uses approaching them to core structural cases, the same is true of adpositions
(cf. on in depend on).

> On agreeing adpositions, focus particles and adverbials in languages of the same area see
[Kubpuk 1999: 182-183, 376, 410-412, 608-620] on Tsakhur, [Bond, Chumakina 2016],
[Polinsky et al. 2017] on Archi, [Rudnev 2020] on Avar, among others.
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(4) a.or’ qatlu-vu-n-D-aj lavgunni.
boy,.ABS house-OBL-IN-ALL-AGR,-VERS ~went
‘The boy went towards the inside of the house.’

b. ssil ninu q:at-lu-vu-n-n-qj durcunni.
sister.GEN =ERG mother;.ABS =~ house-OBL-IN-ALL-AGR,-VERS brought
‘The sister brought the mother inside the house.” [X)Kupxos 1955: 42]

(5) a.or®’ aqu-Q-vu-n-D-aj lavgunni.
boy,.ABS garden-OBL-IN-ALL-AGR,-VERS Went.AGR,

‘The boy went towards the garden.’

b. S:arrsa aqu-J-vu-n-n-aj largunni.
woman;.ABS  garden-OBL-IN-ALL-AGR,-VERS went.AGR,,

‘The boy went towards the garden.’

c. ba'r¢ aqu--vu-n-m-aj lavgunni.
calf;.ABS  garden-OBL-IN-ALL-AGR,-VERS ~ Went.AGRy,
‘The calf went towards the garden.” [Mypkenunckuii 1971: 66]

On the assumption that inflectional affix ordering by default reflects the order
of syntactic merge, the position of an agreement affix indicates that the versative
is not a feature on an NP but an independent functional head. Indeed, other
forms of the NP do not agree, so the class agreement marker cannot be a prop-
erty of the NP itself. If the versative suffix were not an independent head, the
class marker would have to appear on an additional functional head (i.e., the
versative adposition assigning it). However, the class marker is located between
the versative suffix and the NP, while the putative versative P° would necessarily
appear either on the left or on the right periphery, leading to an incorrect order:

(6) a. *[p n-[y gatlu-vun- aj1] if P is right-branching
Pyprem  house-OBL-IN-ALL-  VERS
b. *[gp [y g:at-lu-vu-n- aj-] n] if P is left-branching

house-OBL-IN-ALL-  VERS  Pyggey

We conclude that the versative affix must be an independent functional
head. The fact that it combines with allatives rather than with essives can then
be explained in two ways: either as case-assignment (if the versative P° assigns
the allative case) or as semantic role (if the versative is regarded as a non-
intersective modifier of the allative). Under the latter view, the semantics of
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versative would be defined as in (7): taking a set of paths p and returning an-
other set of paths, r, such that there exists in that set a path, p’, that r is part of
yet does not include its endpoint. In Lak, however, independent evidence may
be provided in favor of the former hypothesis.

(7) [[VERS]] =ApeDum, 9-Ar €D . Ip" €p.rp’ AENDPOINT(P') €T,
where the endpoint of a path is defined as in [Zwarts, Winter 2000].

One problem with (7) is that it does not extend to the related language Avar,
where, as noted by [Tecteser; 2019: 40], the same suffix may combine with
allative (yielding the versative, ‘towards’) or with elative (yielding the directive
elative, ‘from the direction of’). In this latter case the starting point rather than
the endpoint would have to be excluded.® This strongly suggests that semanti-
cally the versative/terminative suffix combines directly with the locus rather
than with the corresponding paths, and independent evidence may be provided
in favor of this hypothesis.

2.2. Mode markers

There is evidence that unlike other mode suffixes, allative (-n) is a case-marker.
Firstly, as discussed above, it can be embedded (4)-(5), and it is the only mode
with this ability. Secondly, as noted by [Bokapes 1948: 63; XXupkos 1955: 39],
the allative case in Lak is syncretic with the dative:

(8) a. butta-l dus-ni-n lu lavsunni. dative
father.oBL-ERG girl-OBL-DAT  book.ABS gave

‘The father gave the girl a book.” [)Kupxos 1955: 41]

b. 0r¢’ gq:at -lu-vu-n  uvx:unni. allative
boy,.ABS house -OBL-IN-ALL entered.AGR,

‘The boy entered the house.’” [2)Kupxos 1955: 41]

The assumption that the “allative” is actually the dative solves the versative
issue: the versative can be straightforwardly defined modally as a set of paths
that would end at its locus argument in the normal course of events, while the

¢ Furthermore, as also noted by Testelets, the Avar directive elative does not exclude the
starting point, which suggests that it subsumes the elative it is based on and only receives its
non-initiative interpretation pragmatically: when the starting point is known to be excluded,
bare elative is used and directive elative is used otherwise. We leave the precise interpretation
of the versative and of the directive is an issue for future research.
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allative use of the dative can be assumed to arise from case-assignment by the
verb.” The elative (‘from’) and the translative (‘via’) markers, on the other
hand, seem most reasonably analyzable as postpositions, as suggested by
[Mypkenunckuii 1971]: while we see no independent evidence for or against
this view, treating them as cases necessitates the postulation of the correspond-
ing null postpositions, which seems like a less economical solution.

2.3. Series markers

The major argument against treating series markers as cases is the fact that
they feed derivational processes: as illustrated in (9), they appear in complex
nouns formed with the location suffix -alu- ([X)KupkoB 1955: 33; AGayiaes,
OsprapoBa 2000: 27]).% Similar nominalizations in Russian (e.g., primorje ‘sea-
side’, from pri ‘by, near’ and more ‘sea’) are derived from locative PPs.

(9) a. lamu-x-alu b. vi-v-alu
bridge-posT-area inside-IN-area
‘the area beyond the bridge’ ‘the interior’

A possible objection could be that Lak postpositions combine with the NP in
the genitive case, whereas series markers combine, like the core cases, with the
so-called oblique stem, derived with a root-specific augment (glossed as OBL in
(D), (4), (5), (8)) or even suppletive, as in (8a): the absolutive form for ‘father’
is ppu ([’Kupkos 1955: 43]).

This objection is easily met, as this oblique stem is also what is used in com-
pounds (10)—-(11) ([XKupkoB 1955: 41; Mypxkenuuckuii 1971: 124]), which en-
tails that it is simply the Elsewhere form.

(10) a. ttar-li-1 b. ttar-li-x’a-v
conifer-OBL-GEN conifer-OBL-copse-IN
‘of {a/the} pine, fir-tree’ ‘in {a/the} conifer copse’

7 Alternatively, a null dative-assigning null preposition can be hypothesized. The choice
between the two solutions would be determined by the possibility of having an allative NP
inside a noun phrase, as in the road to Paris.

8 It should be noted that what looks like genitive case morphology can be found in
compounds, e.g., in numeral-containing compounds like tréxnogij ‘three-legged’, from tri ‘three’
and noga ‘leg’ in Russian. Yet here the genitive ending seems to be a marker of the specific
configuration rather than a derivational suffix and alternates with the usual compound linker
o/e (e.g., odnonogij ‘one-legged’, from odin ‘one’, or tysjacenogij ‘thousand-legged’, from tysjaca
thousand’).
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(11) a. lasn-a-l b. lasn-a-ussu
husband/spouse-OBL-GEN husband/spouse-0BL-brother
‘of the husband’ ‘brother-in-law’

Irrespective of the status of this augment, stative locative forms can be rea-
sonably assumed to have the syntax of compounding, with Lak series markers
viewed as bound nominal roots (like the English -ware in silverware or -top in
tabletop, rooftop, etc.). From the point of view of their semantics, they can be
assimilated to axial parts ([Svenonius 2006; 2008]), which Matushansky and
Zwarts [2019] argue to be nouns denoting locations rather than entities. Essive
forms can therefore be nominal compounds with the semantics of loci (places):
their syntax is that of locative adjuncts (or arguments), though they also ex-
hibit nominal properties (see [Matushansky 2019] for the hypothesis that both
denotations are available for a noun).

If the stative locative “series” create nouns, it is unsurprising that these de-
rived nouns can be case-marked with dative. The fact that they are marked
with no other case is explained by the fact that they cannot appear in argument
positions (where entity-denoting NPs would be required).

Independent support for this view comes from the so-called “spatial postpo-
sitions” in Lak: freestanding morphemes with the same spatial semantics and
often, a similar phonological form:

Table 2. Lak postpositions ([XKupko 1955: 50, 129; Mypkenunckuii 1971: 247])

“series markers” “postpositions”
-v(uw) ‘in’ viv ‘inside’
-j ‘on’ jalu ‘in top of’
-lu ‘under’ lu ‘underneath’
-x ‘behind’ magq ‘behind’

qiriv ‘at the back of’

-C’a ‘near’ ¢’arav ‘nearby, beside’
-¢’ ‘next to’ Culux ‘close by’

Four out of the six series markers are transparently connected to the corre-
sponding “postpositions”: most clearly, the superessive jalu consists of the “se-
ries” marker j- ‘on’ combined with the aforementioned nominalizer -alu- used
to create names of locations ([Mypxkenunckuii 1971: 103]).

Just like the locus-denoting compounds that we have hypothesized above,
all these “postpositions” combine with the mode suffixes (e.g., vivu-naj ‘towards
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the inside’, viv-atu ‘from the inside’), yet with no other “cases” of Lak. Just like
nouns, they all assign genitive case to their complements, which can always be
omitted (and then these “postpositions” would function as spatial adverbials
with a deictic or anaphoric reference point, cf. the English behind). Like series
markers, they lend themselves to temporal meanings (e.g., maqg can also mean
‘after”), further supporting the hypothesis that they belong to the same seman-
tic domain.

All these facts can be explained if these “postpositions” are free locative
nouns (e.g., ¢’aray ‘side’, jalu ‘top’), while the “series markers” (-v, -j) are their
bound counterparts. Both denote in the locative domain and are therefore in-
compatible with argument positions.’

2.4. Summary

We have offered evidence against treating Lak locative affixes as cases. For the
versative marker, the fact that it agrees with the absolutive argument strongly
suggests that it is an independent syntactic head, and the position of the class
marker further shows that it is the affix itself that realizes this head.

The semantics of the versative argues that it combines with a location rather
than a path, contrary to what its morphosyntax suggests: the allative marker
that the versative requires is unlikely to encode the allative semantics. How-
ever, given that the allative and the dative are syncretic in Lak, it seems rea-
sonable to assume that allative is in fact dative. The other “mode” suffixes, the
elative and the translative, can be readily analyzed as postpositions.

The remaining class of locative suffixes, the so-called “series” suffixes, have
been argued to be bound nominal counterparts of locative nouns denoting axial
parts. Evidence for this view comes from both the existence of purely spatial
nouns (adverbs, in traditional terminology) and from the ability of both bound
and free localizers to be marked with the dative case. While in other languages
(e.g., Chalcatongo Mixtec ([Brugman 1981], see also [Svorou 1994]), Kiitha-
raka ([Muriungi 2006])) axial nouns have been shown to mix nominal proper-
ties with locative semantics, referring in both domains, it is only in Lak that

they would be assumed to have a purely locative semantics.

° Lak has other locative adverbials that only have locative cases ([XKupkoB 1955: 129], see
[Daniel, Ganenkov 2009] for the same phenomenon in Bagvalal), e.g., £i¢” ‘in front’, da‘niv
‘between’, as well as some toponyms ([MypkenuHckuii 1971: 103]).
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3. Analysis

Putting together what has been suggested so far, Lak stative locative suffixes
can be described as phrasal affixes: from the semantic standpoint they combine
with entire noun phrases, even though morphologically they form a nominal
compound with the head noun. The nominal head (N°) is marked oblique as the
non-absolutive default. The versative adposition (with its unvalued class fea-

ture) takes NP,,.. as its complement, to whose head it assigns dative case:

Place

(12) a. VersP
/ DAT
NPypjqce Vers® )
v
DP N’ towards
/ \
D‘° ITP in
the |\
house

The linear sequence q:at-lu-vu-n-J-aj in (4a) can arise in a variety of ways.
The versative adposition [¢]-aj might be a phonological clitic and cliticize to
the essive-cum-dative suffix vu-n. The syntactic structure remains intact.

Alternatively, the oblique-marked noun head-moves into the dative-marked
locative nominal head N°,.., yielding a complex head (house-in):

(12) b. VersP
/ \
NPpace Vers® )
DP NoPlace DAT (D-aj
/ \
D° NP yu-n
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The resulting complex can head-move into the versative head (12b) or
merge with it by any of the known morphosyntactic mechanisms like m-merger
or Lowering (12d); the only difference is in the label:

(12) c. Vers’
/ \
N°pjace Vers’
T~
1\‘I° N’ towards
house-OBL in-DAT
d. NoPlace
NoPlace Vers °
T~
1\‘I° N’ towards
house-OBL in-DAT

As is easy to see, the structure and the derivation would be the same if we
were to assume that the inessive suffix -v(u) ‘in’ is a P° rather than an N°. The
problem with this alternative would be the status of the allative/dative suffix:
as adpositions cannot be case-marked, -n ‘to’ would have to be a contentful
postposition, with the subsequent issues for the semantics of the versative as
discussed above.

Finally, the hypothesis that locative morphemes can be a type of nominal
heads forming a compound with the GROUND nominal explains the peculiar syn-
tax of Lak locative affixes and supports adding a new route to the grammatical-
ization cline in [Lehmann 1985]: adpositions can also develop from axial part
nouns. The case of Lak, whose locative suffixes seem to occupy an intermediate
position between functional (P°) heads and lexical axial parts would be a case
in point.

3.1. Further questions: the approximative series

Zhirkov claims an additional incomplete locative case, the approximative (aka,
apudlocative) one with the interpretation similar to the Russian u ‘at/by’:
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(13) a. g:at-lu-x b. g:at-lu-x:-un
house-OBL-APPROX house-OBL-APPROX-ALL
‘by the house’ [XKupkos 1955: 37] ‘towards the house’

As a further point of similarity to the Russian u ‘at/by’, [MypkeTuHCKUI
1971: 86] calls this case the possessive one and claims that the general ablative
case $:a ‘from’ (treated by Zhirkov as being outside the locative paradigm) is
formed from it, with the reduplicated X: turning into §: by a more general pho-
nological process and a regarded as the elative suffix. The same analysis is pro-
posed in [BokapeB 1948: 63], hypothesizing that the original meaning of this
case was ‘before’. If these analyses are right, the full locative paradigm should
look as follows:

Table 3. Lak locative marking

ESS ALL ELA TRS VERS p
‘in’ -y -yun -va(tu) -yux -yunmaj Viv
‘on’ -j -jn ja(tw) -jx -jnmaj jalu
‘under’ -lu -lun -la(tuw) -lux -lunmaj lu
‘behind’ -X -Xxun -xa(tw) -Xux -Xunmaj magq, qiriv
‘near’ -Ca -C’an -Ca(tw) -Cax -’anmaj &aray
‘next to’ -c’ -c’un -c’a(tw) -c’ux -c’'umaj Culux
‘by’ -X -X:un -S:a — — X:i¢’ ‘before’
‘at’ ‘to’ ‘from’ ‘via’ ‘towards’

The connection between the apudlocative and the possessive meanings has
also been explored in [Matushansky 2021], noting the same drift in languages
as diverse as Russian (u ‘at/by’), Hebrew (ecel ‘chez’, ‘near/at’ in Biblical He-
brew) and Dutch (bij ‘at/by’).

3.2. Potential objection: vacuous locatives

One potential argument against treating Lak locative suffixes as adpositions
rather than cases is that locative forms can be used in non-locative senses. Thus
[Tectesntery 2019] considers the dative/allative syncretism in Lak or Avar or the
genitive-elative syncretism in Bezhta and Hunzib as evidence for treating both
as cases (see also [BokapeB 1948; Kaszenun 2013]; as well as [Forker 2010] for
Tsez, [Tanenkos, Jlangep 2011] for Dargwa), similar conclusions can be drawn

from the use of superessive as an instrument, as in (14)).
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(14) a. Zul kolxoz-ra-vu  traktor-da-x gaj ucajs:ar.
our kolkhoz-OBL-IN tractor-oBL-POST  till Lv
‘In our kolkhoz they till with a tractor.” [BokapeB 1948: 62]

b. rik’-ira-x murX  buvtunni.
axe-OBL-POST tree.ABS Cut.PAST
‘He cut the tree with an axe.” [X)KupkoB 1955: 43]

This counter-argument, however, is rather weak, as regular adpositions (e.g.,
the English to for many datives) may introduce core arguments, and 1-selected
PP complements (as in depend on) have as little or as much of the semantics of
the preposition as do quirky objects. The fact that even “complex prepositions”
may acquire non-compositional meanings ((15a) in both Russian and English,
see also [Marelj, Matushansky 2015] on for and in in non-verbal predication)
and introduce arguments ((15b) in Hebrew) further shows that the semantic
distinction is rather nebulous.

(15) a. po- mimo b. ‘al yadey
along past/by on  hands.cs
‘besides’ ‘by’ (demoted external argument)

We conclude that Murkelinsky’s hypothesis cannot be rejected on semantic
grounds and emphasize once again that the proposal advanced here (differing
from Murkelinsky’s only in the assumption that locative suffixes are nominal
rather than adpositional) is motivated in this difference by the necessity to deal
with the allative/dative case in versatives.'

Abbreviations

I, II, IIT — classes; ABs — absolutive; AGR — agreement morpheme; ALL — allative; APPROX —
approximative; cs — construct state; DAT — dative; ELA — elative; ERG — ergative; ESS — es-
sive; GEN — genitive; IN — inessive; Lv — light verb; oBL — oblique; PAST — past; pL — plural;
POST — postessive; SUB — subessive; TRS — translative; VERS — versative.

19 One far-fetched stipulation might be that the versative suffix -p-maj- should be regarded
along the same way as the English ‘on one’s way to’. It seems superficially that such an analysis
accounts for the semantics, the class morphology (the possessive), the final [j], which can be
viewed as identical to the locative morpheme -j ‘on’, and even the interpretable allative. It can
furthermore also explain the Avar directive elative (fn. 6) as ‘on one’s way from’. The dis-
advantage of this view is that it is to one’s peril that one attempts a phonological analysis in a
language that one has a little knowledge of as I do of Lak. Hence this hypothesis is relegated to
a footnote and thus I am not required to explain why Lak would not have the directive elative
that it predicts.
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WUHTPY3UBHbBIE MECTOMMEHHSA B PYCCKOM A3BIKE:
OKCITEPUMEHTAJIbBHOE I/ICCJIE,HOBAHI/IE*

. O. Ilemestun
HayuoHnambHelll ucc/iedo8amestbcKull yHUGepcumem «Boulcllas WKoJIa 5SKOHOMUKU»

B cratee uccIeyeTca npruemMJieMOCTh MHTPY3WBHBIX MeCTONMEHHI B
PYCCKOM A3BIKE. I/IHTPYSI/IBHI)IE MECTOMMEHHUA — 3TO MECTOMMEHMA, KOTO-
pbi€ 3allOJIHAIT MECTO CJjiea 1Py U3BJICUEHUN COCTaBJ'IHIO]lIeﬁ. Ectp CBHE-
TE€JIbCTBA TOI'O, YTO TaKHE€ MECTOMMEHVA MOI'yT «UMHHUTDH» IIPEJIOXEHU, B
KOTOPBIX H3BJICUEHUE OBLTO HeTrpaMMaTHYHbIM. ]_IEJII) }laHHOﬁ pa6OTI)I —
IKCIIEPMEHTAJIbHBIMY METOAaMU N3YyUYWTh, YBEJINYNBAIOT JIN MHTPY3VBHbBIE
MECTOMMEHUA NIPpUEMJIEMOCTD Hpe}I[JIO)KEHI/Iﬁ C M3BJICYEHNEM N3 OCTPOBHBIX
CTPYKTYD B PYCCKOM S3bIKE. PeBy.III)TaTI)I HallUX SKCIIEPYIMEHTOB ITOKa3bIBa-
0T, YTO HaJIMUME€ MHTPY3UBHbBIX MecCTOMMeHUI He TOJIbKO He yBEJINYMBAET
nprueMJiIEMOCTb, HO 1M CHHMXAET e€e. Kp0Me TOro, CymecCTBYE€T BEPOATHOCTDH
TOro, 4TO pa3HUIla MEXAY INPpUEMJIEMOCTBIO M3BJIEYEHNA OAYIIEBJIEHHBIX U
HEOAYIIEBJIEHHBIX COCTABJIAIOINX MOXET OBITH VMHOWKATOPOM THIIA KOHCT-

PYKLIHMU.
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VMEHNA, OCTPOBHBIE OI'PAaHUYEHUNA, pYCCKI/Iﬁ A3BIK, SKCHepI/IMEHTaJII)HHﬁ
CHMHTAaKCUC, CyXJE€HUA IIPUEMJIEMOCTU, I'paAyaJIbHOCTbD.
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1. Introduction

Resumptive pronouns are pronouns that fill the gap while being co-indexed
with the moved constituent. A distinction between grammatical resumption
and intrusive resumption was introduced in [Sells 1984]. Resumptive pronouns
can be called grammatical, “true” resumptive pronouns, according to some au-
thors observed, for example, in Hebrew or Lebanese Arabic (see [Sells 1984],
[Nomi Erteschik-Shir, 1992]). Grammatical resumptive pronouns are required
for use not only in island structures and are in a relationship of free variation
with a gap in other cases. On the other hand, intrusive pronouns are used as a
“last resort” to ameliorate island effects or to “repair” island structures from
which the constituent has moved (see [Polinsky et al. 2013] for the possible
reasons of this amelioration). In Russian there are no “true” resumptive pro-
nouns, so, for greater unambiguity, following the distinction introduced in
[Sells 1984], we will use the term “intrusive pronouns”.

In English, such pronouns are usually judged as inappropriate, but according
to some studies intrusive pronouns can improve acceptability of sentences in
which the movement from the island structure has occurred (see, for example,
[Ross 1967], [Kroch 1981], [McCloskey 1990], [Shlonsky 1992], [Nomi Erteschik-
Shir 1992] and [Ackerman et al. 2018]):

(1) This is the girl who I read in the New York Times yesterday that the awful man
who raped *t/her had escaped from prison. [Nomi Erteschik-Shir, 1992: 90]

In the Russian language, intrusive pronouns have not been studied. E.
Lyutikova considered resumptive pronouns in the context of relative sentences
with the relative pronoun kotoryj ‘which’ [Lyutikova 2009]. In this work, re-
sumptive pronouns are mentioned, however, E. Lyutikova does not find differ-
ences in acceptability in their presence and in their absence (the island of ad-
verbial sentences is considered), from which it is concluded that “As a result,
the hypothesis that the resumptive pronoun appears in the position of a trace
from an «illegal» extraction does not find confirmation in Russian material”
[ibid: 449].

Thus, studies on different languages show rather contradictory results, and
there have been no experimental studies on Russian. Corpus studies or observa-
tions are difficult regarding the intrusive pronouns due to the relatively low
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frequency of such structures. For these reasons, this paper aims to initiate ex-
perimental research on intrusive pronouns in Russian.

Another reason why we are interested in Russian data is the observation
made in [Salzmann 2006: 282] and [Heestand 2010]. In these works, it is
noted that intrusive pronouns are acceptable only in languages with non-
agreeing complementizers. Moreover, if a language has both agreeing and non-
agreeing complementizer, intrusive pronouns will be possible only with the
first ones. One example of those languages is Bulgarian, Slavic language like
Russian. Although Russian have both options too — kotoryj as agreeing and c¢to
as non-agreeing complementizer — kotoryj is much more common. Therefore,
in this work we will concentrate on it and check if it will go along with the
prediction or not. We leave non-agreeing complementizer c¢to for the future re-
search.

This paper is structured as follows: in section 2 we revise the results of dif-
ferent studies on the intrusive pronouns. Sections 3 and 4 are devoted to ex-
perimental research — sections 3.1 and 3.2 describe the aims and design of the
experiments, section 4 describes the experimental results, which are then dis-
cussed in section 5. Section 6 contains conclusions.

2. Previous studies

In this section we are going to look at the most prominent experimental re-
search on intrusive pronouns. We decided to cover works, which are using
different experimental methods, since they have shown surprisingly different
results.

Amelioration: pro

Ackerman, Frazier, Yoshida (2018) explore the islands of the relative clause,
the adjunct clause, and the island of the wh-question. At the same time, the
acceptability of intrusive pronouns in these island constrictions is compared
with their acceptability in non-island structures. Unlike previous studies, in this
study they do not use acceptability judgment methods such as the Likert scale
or magnitude estimation. Instead, the authors used forced-choice and fill-in-
the-blank methods. The results show that intrusive pronouns are more prefer-
able than empty gaps for all island structures, but not for non-island structures.
The authors propose two options for interpretation of this result. On the one
hand, it might be a real improvement in acceptability (then other methods for
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obtaining acceptability estimates simply do not have enough statistical power
to register such an effect of this size). Another option is that it can be an im-
provement of a non-syntactic nature, but a simplification in relation to cogni-
tive load and restrictions on the parser, following in this others (see [Kluender
1991, 1998; Kluender, Kutas 1993; Hofmeister et al. 2013; Kluender, Giesel-
man 2013]).

Similar reasoning is given in [Beltrama, Xiang 2013]. In this article, sen-
tences with a non-island structure and with an island of relative clause were
studied, the embedding depth varied from 2 to 3. Within the framework of this
work, a series of four experiments was carried out.

The first experiment was conducted on Italian material with the use of audio
stimuli, the experimental sentences were presented in the context of a short
dialogue. Respondents were asked to rate the comprehensibility of targeted
sentences. The three remaining experiments were conducted on English lan-
guage. In two of them, respondents also had to evaluate the comprehensibility
of sentences with intrusive pronouns and without them on a scale from 1 to 7
(while in one of the experiments there is a context accompanying the experi-
mental sentences, and in the other not). In the fourth experiment, which was
also conducted on English material using context it was required to assess ac-
ceptability. The results show that sentences with intrusive pronouns do score
better when judging comprehensibility and using context. In other cases, sen-
tences with pronouns and intrusive pronouns and with gaps receive either the
same scores, or gaps are preferred. Based on this, the authors put forward the
assumption that the presence of an intrusive pronoun does not “save” sentences
with the movement from the island structure in the direct, grammatical sense,
but improves their comprehensibility and perception in general. An experimen-
tal study by Ferreira, Swets [2005] demonstrates that sentences with resump-
tive pronouns within the island are generated more often than sentences with a
sentence with a gap. Let’s now consider experimental studies showing the op-
posite results.

Amelioration: contra

One line of experimental research comes to conclusions that intrusive pronouns
do not really improve the level of acceptability. Thus, in [Alexopoulou, Keller
2007] authors investigate intrusive pronouns in English, Greek and German

using the magnitude estimation method. For all three languages, a non-island
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structure, a weak® island of the indirect question (corresponding to the English
indirect question with the complementizer ‘whether’), and a strong island of
the relative sentence were investigated. In addition, they investigate the inter-
action of the presence of an intrusive pronoun, the type of island and the depth
of embedding of the structure (0-2) from which the extraction was made. It
was found that for non-island structures the option without an intrusive pro-
noun was always more preferable, for a weak island this parameter turned out
to be different for different languages. In German and Greek the results were
similar to non-island structures; in English the results are similar to extraction
from a strong island. For the strong islands, no statistically significant differ-
ences were found between sentences with and without intrusive pronouns in all
languages. At the same time, while the embedding level consistently worsened
the estimates for all types of structures without intrusive pronouns (if this dete-
rioration was not statistically significant between the embedding level 0 and 1,
a statistical difference was found between the level 0 and 2 in each case), sen-
tences with intrusive pronouns with increasing embedding level showed an
increase in the judgments. However, this does not change the fact that, at best,
there was no difference between sentences with intrusive pronouns and sen-
tences without them, while on average sentences with intrusive pronouns were
rated significantly worse. Similar results were obtained for the German and
Greek languages. Polinsky et al. [2013] study the relative clause island and the
adjunct island in English and come to the same conclusions. They consider both
wh and non-wh movements and examine acceptability on a Likert scale from 1
to 7. Interestingly, they find no differences between the scores of sentences
with and without intrusive pronouns. Similar results were obtained for Swedish
[Zaenen et al. 1981] and for Spanish [Silvia Perpinan 2020].

Therefore, various authors using Likert scale and magnitude estimation come
to the same conclusion: intrusive pronouns either do not change the acceptabil-

ity or lower it.

! It should be noted that the understanding of a weak island, which is used in the above-
mentioned article, is not entirely traditional — in it, such islands are considered not as those
from which only certain constituents can be removed, but as those from which the removal of
constituents is less acceptable than from strong islands. This definition is not generally
accepted, however, some of the data we obtained allow us to understand why such assumption
was possible.
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Summing up, experiments requiring generation and the results of forced
choice method result in intrusive pronoun preference. Likert scale shows the
same result for intrusive pronouns’ acceptability, and they show better results
only in comprehensibility test.

3. Experimental study

Since the data obtained using various methods often contradict each other, in
this study we used both the acceptability judgment using the Likert scale, and
the forced-choice method since the use of these methods has led, for example,
[Ackerman et al. 2018] and [Polinsky et al. 2013] to the opposite results de-
scribed above.

Following [Alexopoulou, Keller 2007], we consider in this paper various is-
land structures — non-island subjunctive relative clauses with complementizer
Ctoby ‘so that’, potentially weak (at least exhibiting some restrictions on the
extraction of components) island structures with indicative complementizer cto
‘that’, as well as strong islands of a complex noun phrase. This choice of mate-
rials should help examine the position that Russian language takes typologi-
cally with regard to the interaction of various types of island structures and
intrusive pronouns. Among other things, the relative acceptability of intrusive
pronouns in island and non-island constructions should help in determining
whether a certain structure of interest to us is an island or not — if in this work
a different pattern is found for different types of structures (as in [Alexopoulou,
Keller 2007] and [Ackerman et al. 2018]), this can serve as a guide for future
researchers, who will be able to use intrusive pronouns as a kind of indicators.
At the same time, in this work, we do not aim to explain the phenomenon of
intrusive pronouns — whether they are a grammatical or a discursive psycho-
linguistic phenomenon. The search for a theoretical explanation is planned to
be carried out in future studies. In this case we set ourselves the task of obtain-
ing primary data, which can later be used for theoretical purposes.

3.1. Aim and logic of experiments

In this series of experiments, our goal is to identify how the presence of intru-
sive pronouns in island structures affects their acceptability in Russian. We test
the hypothesis that intrusive pronouns increase acceptability in island struc-
tures and decrease acceptability in non-island ones. In doing so, we also test
the hypothesis that the weak and the strong islands may behave differently in
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relation to intrusive pronouns. Another goal is to compare different experimen-
tal methods, as different assumptions arise about their ability to detect the ef-

fect of intrusive pronouns.

3.2. Experimental design

In this pilot study, three experiments were conducted. Experiment 1 used an
acceptability judgment method Likert scale from 1 to 7. Experiment 2 was car-
ried out using the forced-choice method.

In both experiments, the respondent received instructions before starting the
experiment, after which he evaluated five training sentences. The respondent
was given 10 seconds to evaluate each stimulus. All experiments were carried
out on the Ibexfarm platform [Drummond 2013], respondents were recruited
using social networks and the Yandex.Toloka service.

3.2.1. Design of Likert scale experiment

As mentioned above, in experiment 1 we used Likert scale from 1 to 7 (LS). The
design of the experiment included two independent variables, one of which had
two levels, the other three: (i) the presence of an intrusive pronoun (yes / no),
(ii) the type of island (complex noun phrase or CNP as a strong island; relative
clauses with indicative complementizer ¢to ‘that’” — supposedly a weak island,?
see [Lyutikova, Gerasimova 2021]; non-island subjunctive relative clauses with
complementizer Ctoby ‘so that’). That gives us 6 conditions. For each of the 6
conditions, 4 lexicalizations were made, so the experiments included 24 stimu-
lus sentences. The factorial design of the experiment was planned according to
the Latin square rule, resulting in 6 experimental sheets.

According to our observations, agentivity of the extracted constituent can af-
fect the results. Because of that, in relation to animacy of the constituent being
extracted, the stimulus blocks were split in a 1 to 1 ratio: half of the blocks
contained an animate object, half of an inanimate object. At the same time, in
the course of the study, we found that the effect of animacy on the acceptabil-
ity of sentences is higher than we expected, which is we decided to analyze it
both as an interfering and as the main variable.

% There is no certainty that relative clauses with the complementizer ¢to are actually a weak
island — this would be too strong a statement, since the category of such constructions has not
yet been finally determined. However, since the extension from such structures is limited, we
will allow ourselves to call such structures in this work precisely weak islands, bearing in mind
that this is only an assumption about their status.
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When analyzing the interfering variables, we decided to fix some of them at
one value. We referred to such confounding variables as, for example, the
depth of embedding of the island structure. Despite the fact that many re-
searchers have pointed out that how deeply the structure containing the pro-
posed component is embedded depends on the acceptability of sentences (see
[Nomi Erteschik-Shir, 1992; Beltrama, Xiang 2013], etc.), in this study, it was
decided to fix the embedding depth of the structure on one clause. Besides, in
all sentences we examined relative movement of a direct object.

In the example (2) the scheme of the experimental sentenced is given, in the
example (3) — the block of experimental stimuli. Prepositional groups have

been added to make the sentences more natural.

(2) a. PPLoc-verb-object, kotoryj ‘which’-subject-verb + CNP + ¢to-
subject of an embedded clause-verb-PPTEMP

b. PPLOC-verb-object, kotoryj ‘which’-subject-matrix verb-cto-
subject of an embedded clause-verb-PPTEMP

c. PPLoc-verb-object, kotoryj ‘which’-subject-matrix verb-ctoby-
subject of an embedded clause-verb-PPTEMP

(3) a. complex noun phrase (strong island), gap
na stene visel proekt ustanovki,  kotoruju papa sdelal

on wall hung project device.GEN which.acc father made
zajavlenie Cto petja postroil _ za kanikuly.
announcement  that Petya  built during holidays

‘On the wall hang the project of the device which father made an an-
nouncement that Petya built _ during the holidays.’

b. ¢to relative clause (“weak” island), gap
na stene visel proekt ustanovki, kotoruju

on  wall hung project device.GEN which.Acc
papa dumaet C(to petja postroil _ za kanikuly.
father  thinks that Petya  built during holidays

‘On the wall hang the project of the device, which father thinks, that
Petya built _ during the holidays.’
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c. Ctoby relative clause (non-island), gap
na stene visel proekt ustanovki, kotoruju papa hoclet c(toby

on wall hung project device.GEN which.Acc father wants so.that
petia  postroil _ za kanikuly.
Petya  built during holidays

‘On the wall hang the project of the device, which father wants Petya
to build _ during the holidays.’

d. complex noun phrase (strong island), intrusive pronoun
na stene visel proekt ustanovki, kotoruju papa  sdelal

on wall hung project device.GEN which.acc father made
zajavlenie Cto petja postroil eé za kanikuly.
announcement  that Petya  built it.Acc  during holidays

‘On the wall hang the project of the device which father made an an-
nouncement that Petya built it during the holidays.’

e. Cto relative clause (“weak” island), intrusive pronoun

na stene visel proekt ustanovki, kotoruju papa dumaet c{to
on wall hung project device.GEN which.Acc father thinks that

petia  postroil eé za kanikuly.
Petya  built it.Acc  during holidays
‘On the wall hang the project of the device, which father thinks, that

Petya built it during the holidays.’

f. Ctoby relative clause (non-island), intrusive pronoun

na stene visel proekt ustanovki, kotoruju papa hoclet cCtoby
on wall hung project device.GEN which.Acc father wants so.that

petia  postroil eé za kanikuly.
Petya  built it.Acc  during holidays
‘On the wall hang the project of the device, which father wants Petya

to build it during the holidays.’

Besides, each experimental list included 24 fillers, 12 of which, according to
my introspection, were rated 6-7 (these included sentences with relativization,
but without violating island restrictions, see example (4)), as well as 12 fillers
preliminary estimated at 1-2 — the gap was filled in them with a full noun
phrase (see example (5)). This differentiation of fillers is intended to set “stan-
dards” of acceptability and unacceptability, as well as to determine the bounda-
ries of the scale for each individual respondent.
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(4) grammatical filler

v Skafu viselo plat’e, kotoroe maSa kupila, Ctoby nadet’
in closet hang dress which.acc Masha bought so.that wear

na vypusknoj.
on  prom

‘There hung a dress in the closet that Masha bought to wear at the prom.’

(5) ungrammatical filler

v pole stojal tractor kotoryj  pétr  znal,
in field stood  tractor which.Acc Pyotr  knew

Cto lésa kupil masSinu na prosloj nedele.
that Lyosha bought car.Acc on last week

‘There stood the tractor in the field that Peter knew that Alex bought a
car last week.’

Thus, each experimental sheet included 48 sentences. After each grammati-
cal filler, a test question was asked. The respondents who gave less than 50% of
correct answers to such questions were excluded from the analysis.

3.2.2. Design of forced-choice experiment

Experiment 2 used the same set of independent variables, as well as the same
number of stimuli per condition and the same ratio of stimulus sentences and
fillers. However, unlike Likert scale experiment, in experiment 2 we used the
forced-choice method: the respondents were required to make a choice be-
tween two options of sentence completion — with and without an intrusive
pronoun. This method was chosen to presumably reduce the load on the cogni-
tive apparatus during the experiment: the respondent did not have to read simi-
lar sentences twice and look for differences in them, which, it seems, should
have reduced the load, given the considerable number of stimuli. Each experi-
mental block included three sentences, each with two options for completion.
As a consequence, there were three experimental sheets in the experiment. Ex-
ample (6) demonstrates one of the experimental blocks.

(6) a. complex noun phrase (strong island)

na stene visel proekt ustanovki, kotoruju
on wall hung project device.GEN which.Acc

papa  sdelal zajavlenie, ¢to petja ...
father made  announcement that Petya
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‘On the wall hang the project of the device which father made an an-
nouncement that Petya ...’

 postroil _ za kanikuly.
built during holidays

‘... built _ during the holidays.’

* postroil eé za kanikuly.
built it.Acc  during holidays

‘... built it during the holidays.’

b. ¢to relative clause (“weak” island)

na stene visel proekt ustanovki, kotoruju
on wall hung project device.GEN which.Acc

papa dumaet , Cto petja ...
father  thinks that Petya
‘On the wall hang the project of the device which father thinks that

Petya ...’

 postroil _ za kanikuly.
built during holidays

‘... built _ during the holidays.’

* postroil eé za kanikuly.
built it.Acc  during holidays

‘... built it during the holidays.’

c. Ctoby relative clause (non-island)

na stene visel proekt ustanovki, kotoruju
on wall hung project device.GEN which.Acc

papa hocet, Cctoby petja...
father =~ wants so.that Petya
‘On the wall hang the project of the device which father wants Petyato ...’

 postroil _ za kanikuly.
built during  holidays

‘... build _ during the holidays.’

* postroil eé za kanikuly.
built it.Acc  during holidays

‘... build it during the holidays.’
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Fillers had the same structure as experimental sentences. At the same time,

fillers in this experiment were divided into three types. In fillers of the first

type the choice between options was unambiguous — one of the options was

obviously more acceptable than the other:

(7)

unambiguous filler

v cirke vystupali klouny, kotorye delali vsé, Ctoby ...
in circus  performed clowns which.r.  did everything so.that

‘Clowns performed in circus, who did everything so that ...’

« griteli ix poljubili poskoree.
audience  them fall.in.love sooner

‘... the audience fell in love with them as soon as possible.’

« zriteli ego poljubili  poskoree.
audience  him fall.in.love sooner

‘... the audience fell in love with him as soon as possible.’

In the second group, both options were, according to my introspective per-

ception, equally acceptable:

(8)

filler with two equally acceptable options
na cCerdake Zili golubi, kotorye  kurlykali tak gromko, cto ...
on  attic lived pigeons which.pL. ~ were.humming so  loudly that

‘In the attic lived pigeons who were humming so loudly that ...’

« babuska ne mogla usnut’ noc-ami.
grandmother not could fall.asleep night-INST.PL

‘... grandmother could not sleep at night.’

« babuska ne mogla usnut’ po nocam.
grandmother not could fallasleep on  nights

‘... grandmother could not sleep at night.’

Both options in the third group were equally unacceptable, the gap in them

was filled with either a full noun phrase or a relative pronoun:

9)

filler with two equally unacceptable options

na stene visel akkordeon,kotoryj  masa vyskazala mysl, Ccto ...

on wall hung accordion which.Acc Masha expressed thought that
‘There hung an accordion on the wall, which Masha expressed the idea
that ...
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« kostja kupil akkordeon vcera.
Kostya bought accordion yesterday

‘... Kostya bought an accorion yesterday.’

« kostia kupil kotoryj  vcera.
Kostya bought which.acc yesterday
‘... Kostya bought which yesterday.’

This selection of filler groups was made in order to find out exactly how re-
spondents react to different combinations of acceptable and unacceptable op-
tions. Given that there is a possibility that sentences with and without an intru-
sive pronoun are equally unacceptable, such a selection seems justified. At the
same time, since filler sentences were not aligned and not divided into vari-
ables, and their number itself is not enough for serious conclusions, the data
obtained with their help will give only the most general idea of the principles
of choosing between variants of the same or different (un)grammaticality,

which is possible, will change with more detailed research.

2.3. Experiment participants®

In experiment 1, 112 people from 14 to 61 years old took part. The average age
of the participant was 26 years, sd=10.719, 74% of the respondents were
women, 26% were men. 31 participants indicated that they have a linguistic
education. Distribution of respondents by experimental lists was: 16-21-12-
19-14-30".

In experiment 2, 89 people from 13 to 58 years old took part. The average
age of the participant was 23 years old, sd=8.12, 76% of the respondents
were women, 24% were men. 30 participants indicated that they have a lin-
guistic education. Distribution of respondents by experimental lists was: 29—
26-34.

In total, we removed the data from 5 people who systematically exhibited

the same scores for all stimuli and/or incorrectly answered test questions.

3 All the data presented below were given by the respondents themselves and were not
verified in any way, therefore it can only provide an approximate picture of the social
characteristics of the respondents.

* This disbalance of respondents is due to random distribution. However, it has not skewed
the results — every type of rearrangement and mixing of the results showed the same picture.
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3. Experimental results

In this section, we present the results of our experiments. In experiments 1,
the scores obtained using the Likert scale were normalized (z-score trans-
formation).

As already mentioned above, when analyzing the results, the effect of ani-
macy of the extracted object on the acceptability of sentences was found.
For this reason, this section will present both the results without taking into
account animacy (where, as we assume, the effect of animate and inanimate
objects balances each other), and the results in which animate is taken into
account as the main variable, since taking it into account might shed light
on some important properties of intrusive pronouns. At the same time, we
realize that the number of both animate and inanimate stimuli were two
times less than it would be required to represent it as the main variable,
which is why the effect of animacy should be studied in more detail in the
future.

In this work, in data analysis we used normalized z-scores. The results of Ex-
periments 1 were processed using the ANOVA method, after which they were

also processed using the Tukey pairwise comparison test.

3.1. Experimental results without animacy

3.1.1. Experiment 1 (Likert scale)

Analysis showed that the type of construction, presence of an intrusive pronoun

and the combination of this factors turned out to be statistically significant.

Table 1. ANOVA test results for experiment 1

Df Sumsq | Meansq | Fvalue | P-value Sign.
IslandType 2 49.7 49.66 146.93 <2%10Q716 | wxx
Intrusive 1 111.5 55.77 165.02 <2*1076 | wxx
IslandType : Intrusive | 2 9.3 4.66 17.78 <2*1076 | wxx
Residuals 2391 | 808.1 0.34
Signif. codes: 0 “**** 0.001 “*** 0.01 ** 0.05 ‘0.1 <’ 1

The Table 2 provides means for all conditions, as well as grammatical and
non-grammatical fillers and the Figure 1 shows an interaction plot of z-scores

of various conditions, as well as grammatical and non-grammatical fillers.
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Table 2. Mean z-scores and standard deviation for various conditions

according to the results of experiment 1

Island type Intrusive pronoun Mean z-score sd
CNP no -0.548 0.528
CNP yes -0.707 0.416
cto no -0.121 0.694
cto yes -0.397 0.554
Ctoby no 0.100 0.710
Ctoby yes -0.358 0.541
Ungrammatical fillers -0.629 -0.685
Grammatical fillers 1.40 1.37

1.0

0.5

0.0

-0.5

grammatical
fillers

ungrammatical
fillers

:/P’J

strong island

without

weak island

with

o~ fillers —* intrusive - intrusive

pronoun

pronoun

non-island

Figure 1. Comparison of z-scores of different conditions for the Likert scale
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The results of pairwise comparison of conditions with and without intrusive

pronouns for each island type can be seen in Table 3.

Table 3. The results of Tukey pairwise comparison test to the data of experiment 1

Island type (comparing conditions with and without intrusive pronouns) | p-value
Complex noun phrase 0.001
Relative clause with ¢to complemetizer 0.000
Relative clause with ¢toby complemetizer 0.000
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Thus, for all types of constructions the difference between sentences with
and without intrusive pronouns turns out to be statistically significant — for all
types of islands it is true that intrusive pronouns worsen judgments of accept-
ability (for an island of a complex noun phrase -0.548 vs. -0.707, p=0.001, for
constructions with the complementizer ¢to -0.121 vs. -0.397, and for construc-
tions with the complementizer ctoby 0.1 vs. -0.358, p=0 for both). At the same
time, if the differences between sentences with an island of a complex noun
phrase and an intrusive pronoun and non-grammatical fillers still turn out to be
statistically insignificant (-0.707 vs. -0.685, p=0.997), this is not the case for
sentences without an intrusive pronoun in an island of a complex noun phrase
(-0.548 vs. -0.685, p=0.0002).

3.1.2. Experiment 2 (forced-choice)

Experiment 2 results also show that sentences without intrusive pronouns are
preferred. This can be clearly seen in Figure 2, where the results of the experi-
ment are considered without considering animacy, and was also confirmed us-

ing the sign test, the results of which can be seen in Table 4.

100%

75%

ratio

50%

25%

0%

non-island strong island weak island

with without
intrusive pronoun intrusive pronoun

Figure 2. Results of the forced-choice experiment
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Table 4. The results of applying the sign test to the data obtained

using the forced-choice method

Island type p-value
Complex noun phrase | 0.0002
cto 2.2%107"°
Ctoby 2.2%107°

At the same time, the difference between constructions with relative clauses
with ¢to and ctoby turns out to be statistically insignificant (y-square=0.342,
df=1, p-value =0.559). All other differences between different types of islands
appear to be significant (y-square =77.994, df=1, p-value <2.2*107°).

3.2. Results of experiments with animacy

As mentioned above, analyzing the results we found that animacy signifi-
cantly affects the results. For this reason, we decided to consider animacy as a
factor, although we realize that when considering animacy as an independent
variable, the number of observations will be less than desired. Nevertheless, in
this section we present the results of both experiments with animacy as they
seem to be of additional interest.

3.2.2. Experiment 1.2 (Likert scale)

The type of island, presence of an intrusive pronoun, animacy and the combi-

nations of this factors were significant variables.

Table 5. ANOVA test results for experiment 1 (with animacy)

Df Sum sq | Mean sq | F value | Pr(>F) Sign.
IslandType 2 40.8 20.387 | 62.977 | <2*107¢ | ***
Intrusive 1 19.0 18.981 | 58.633 | <2*107'¢ | ***
Animacy 1 0.7 0.740 2.285 0.1308
IslandType : Intrusive 2 9.7 4.872 15.050 | <2*10716 | ***
IslandType : Animacy 2 1.3 0.628 1.940 0.1440
Intrusive : Animacy 1 2.0 2.044 6.315 0.0121 *
IslandType : Intrusive : Animacy | 2 0.7 0.347 1.071 0.3430
Residuals 1817 | 588.2 0.324
Signif. codes: 0 “***’ 0.001 “**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘0.1 ‘"1

The Table 6 provides means for all conditions, as well as grammatical and
non-grammatical fillers and the Figure 3 shows a boxplot of z-scores of various

conditions, as well as grammatical and non-grammatical fillers.
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Table 6. Mean z-scores and standard deviation for various conditions
according to the results of experiment 1 (with animacy)

Island type | Intrusive pronoun Animacy Mean z-score sd

CNP no Inanimate -0.530 0.381
CNP no Animate -0.545 0.359
CNP yes Inanimate -0.587 0.328
CNP yes Animate -0.525 0.419
cto no Inanimate -0.211 0.636
cto no Animate -0.350 0.517
cto yes Inanimate -0.476 0.442
cto yes Animate -0.415 0.472
Ctoby no Inanimate -0.045 0.645
Ctoby no Animate -0.134 0.652
Ctoby yes Inanimate -0.373 0.515
Ctoby yes Animate -0.411 0.519
Ungrammatical fillers -0.586 0.336
Grammatical fillers 1.10 0.520

2

Z-scores

2

e B

intrusive
pronoun

without with without without
intrusive intrusive intrusive intrusive intrusive
pronoun pronoun pronoun pronoun pronoun
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Figure 3. Comparison of z-scores of different conditions for the experiment 1 (with animacy)

For an island of a complex noun phrase, the difference between such sen-

tences turned out to be insignificant that both of them have an intrusive pro-

noun or not, and the difference consists only in animacy (for sentences without

an intrusive pronoun -0.522 vs. -0.579, p=0.997, for sentences with an intru-

sive pronoun -0.708 vs. -0.706, p=1). The difference between sentences with-

out an intrusive pronoun and with an animated object and sentences with an
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intrusive pronoun and with an inanimate object was also insignificant (-0.579
vs. -0.708, p=0.514). In all other cases, the presence of an intrusive pronoun
significantly worsened scores of sentences.

For the island of a relative clause with the ¢to complementizer the difference
between sentences without an intrusive pronoun and with an animated object
and sentences with an intrusive pronoun and with an inanimate object turned
out to be insignificant (-0.238 vs. -0.281 at p=0.999). In all other cases, the
presence of an intrusive pronoun significantly worsened acceptability judgments.

For the construction with a relative clause with the complementizer Ctoby
the differences between sentences with an animate and inanimate object in the
presence of an intrusive pronoun turned out to be insignificant (-0.339 vs.
-0.378 with p=0.999). In all other cases, the presence of an intrusive pronoun
significantly lowers the acceptability judgments.

Moreover, if we separately analyze the data for animate and inanimate con-
ditions, we get a similar picture — when considering inanimate conditions, we
will see significant differences between sentences without intrusive pronouns
and with them for all types of constructions (for a complex noun phrase: -0.522
vs. -0.708 at p=0.015, for c¢to: 0.021 vs. -0.281 at p=0.0001, for Ctoby: 0.254
vs. -0.339 at p=0). For conditions with an animated object, the differences for
constructions with the complementizers ¢to and ctoby remain (-0.238 vs. -0.494
and -0.053 vs. -0.378, respectively, p <0.001 in both cases), and for the island
of a complex noun phrase, the differences between sentences with and without
intrusive pronouns are insignificant (-0.706 vs. -0.579, p=0.194).

3.2.3. Experiment 2

Let’s now consider the results of Experiment 2 taking animacy into account. We
applied the sign test to the results, which showed the statistically significant
difference between the presence of the intrusive pronoun and its absence for all
conditions. The results of applying sign test are presented in Table 7, on the
Figure 4 the ratio of answers for various conditions is presented:

Table 7. Results of applying the sign test to data obtained using the forced-choice method

Island type, objects’ animacy | p-value
CNP, inanimate 0.003
CNP, animate 0.022
¢to, inanimate 2.2%¥1016
¢to, animate 2.2%¥1016
¢toby, inanimate 2.2%107"°
¢toby, animate 2.2%107"°
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non- 1sland non- 1sland strong 1sland strong 1sland weak 1sland weak Island
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Figure 4. The results of an experiment 2 (with animacy)

For sentences with a relative clause with the complementizer ¢toby, the dif-
ference between sentences with an animate and inanimate object turned out
to be statistically significant (p-value =0.0002). For the subordinate explana-
tory with ¢to complementizer and the island of a complex noun phrase, this
difference was insignificant (p-value=0.437 and p-value =0.696, respectively).

At the same time, it is noteworthy that for fillers, where both variants were
equally non-grammatical — the choice was given in them between an option
with a full noun phrase or with a relative pronoun in place of a gap — a pref-
erence was found in favor of sentences with a noun phrase®. Note that the dif-
ferences in the ratio of these two options turned out to be greater than the dif-
ferences between sentences in which there was an extraction from a complex
noun phrase.

> This raises many questions. What does it mean that sentences with a full noun phrase in
place of a gap are more acceptable than sentences with a relative pronoun in the same
position? Can we say that one of these types of sentences is more grammatical than the other?
Or it should be analyzed in such a way that both constructs are non-grammatical, but one of
them “sounds better”, as is done in the work on intrusive pronouns [Beltrama, Xiang 2016]?
This question remains open.
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4. Discussion

In this section, we will compare and analyze the results of the experiments car-
ried out.

For a more visual consideration of the results of these experiments, let us
again consider the interaction plots for various types of structures with and

without intrusive pronouns.

1.0
2]
2 05
Q
o .A'»
N \
0.0
\‘n
-0.5
;‘i;
grammatical ungrammatical strong island weak island non-island
fillers fillers
without with
- fillers - intrusive —*- intrusive
pronoun pronoun

Figure 5. The results of the experiment without animacy

As can be clearly seen in the plots, sentences with intrusive pronouns receive
lower scores for each type of structure, which suggests that the initial hypothe-
sis that intrusive pronouns are able to “save”, “repair” or increase the accept-
ability of the island constructions from which the extraction occurred is incor-
rect. At the same time, the data obtained using the Likert scale are consistent
with the data obtained using the forced-choice method — both methods de-
tected the presence of a significant deterioration in the presence of an intrusive
pronoun in the island of a complex noun phrase. This distinguishes Russian
from English, Greek and German — according to data in [Alexopoulou, Keller
2007] in strong islands the differences between sentences with and without
intrusive pronouns disappeared. Thus, we can assume the following reasons for
this. Firstly, the Russian language may indeed be of a different “type” than the
languages studied in the above-mentioned work — there is no language there,
which would distinguish sentences with and without intrusive pronouns in all
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types of construction. On the other hand, this may indicate that the methods
used in previous studies have less statistical power than those used by us,
which is why such a difference was not found. However, with the same success
we can assert that we received a false positive result, but in this case, it was
obtained using two different methods at once. Moreover, according to study
[Sprouse, Almeida 2017] forced-choice method is actually more effective to
discover phenomena of small effect, although magnitude estimation and Likert
scale have almost the same statistical power. Finally, we can assume that the
concept of “strong island” may be different for different languages and may not
be completely equivalent. Moreover, we could assume the gradual nature of the
island constraints, which would help explain the gradualness of the estimates
obtained — as mentioned earlier, similar assumptions were used in [Alexopou-
lou, Keller 2007], which now, at least more understandable.

Let us now consider the interaction of the presence of an intrusive pronoun
and animacy separately for each type of the construction.

—_
025 A
0.00
wn
O
=
3
b4 -0.25
N
-0.50
-0.75 =
without with without with without with
intrusive intrusive intrusive intrusive intrusive intrusive
pronoun pronoun pronoun pronoun pronoun pronoun

—s— inanimate —* animate

Figure 6. Interaction plot for all islands taking into account animacy of the object

Figure 6 shows the interaction plot for all island types. In center the island
of relative clauses with the complementizer ¢to ‘that’ is presented. Both the
presence of an intrusive pronoun and animacy lower the acceptability ap-
proximately equally, which leads to the absence of a statistically significant
difference between sentences with an animate object, but without an intrusive

pronoun and sentences with an inanimate object and intrusive pronoun. Each
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factor equally lowers the scores relative to the “ideal” condition (an inanimate
object +the absence of an intrusive pronoun), while their combination lowers
the ratings by approximately the sum of their individual decreases.

On the right you can see an interaction plot for sentences with an extraction
from relative clauses with ¢toby complementizer. The picture on it differs from
the ¢to complementizer only in that when there is an intrusive pronoun: the
differences between sentences with an animate and inanimate object become
statistically insignificant. Thus, we can assume that in the presence of an intru-
sive pronoun, the sentence becomes so unacceptable (which was expected for
non-island structures) that animacy itself can no longer worsen or improve ac-
ceptability ratings. At the same time, if there is no intrusive pronoun, the ex-
traction from this constriction is relatively acceptable (although its acceptabil-
ity is much lower than that of acceptable fillers), which makes it possible to
distinguish between sentences with an animate and inanimate object.

Plot on the left demonstrates the interaction of factors for an island of a
complex noun phrase. For sentences with and without intrusive pronouns, the
difference in animacy of the extracted object is insignificant. Thus, we can as-
sume that the extraction from the island of a complex noun phrase is already
ungrammatical (which is also confirmed by the statistical insignificance of the
differences between sentences with an island of a complex noun phrase and
ungrammatical fillers), which makes the differences between animate and in-
animate objects appear insignificant, which resembles the situation for clauses
with ¢toby in the presence of an intrusive pronoun.

As can be seen in Figure 7, in the absence of an intrusive pronoun, the ac-
ceptability judgments change depending on the construction from which the
extraction is made: for an island of a complex noun phrase — a strong island —
the scores are the lowest, and there is also no difference between sentences
with an animate and an inanimate object. This is followed by sentences in
which the differences between animate and inanimate objects are statistically
significant: sentences with ¢to, which is a supposedly weak island — sentences
with Ctoby, that are not supposed to be an island.

If the intrusive pronoun is present, in addition to the general lowering of the
scores, we also observe the loss of distinction between the conditions with an
animate and inanimate object for sentences with ctoby.

Thus, in addition to the fact that intrusive pronouns obviously do not in-
crease the acceptability of sentences with or without island violations, the re-
sults of the Likert scale experiment may also indicate the relationship between
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the possibility of extraction from a certain structure and the ability to identify
statistically significant differences between the extraction of an animate and
inanimate object. The main effect of animacy, consequently, is the absence of
distinction between sentences with an animate and inanimate object, but with-
out an intrusive pronoun, and sentences with an inanimate object and intrusive
pronoun, which is observed for all three constructions from which the object
was extracted. So, we can see this as the equal influence of animacy and intru-
sive pronouns on acceptability ratings. Moreover, if the presence of an intrusive
pronoun always significantly worsens the acceptability judgments, animacy
worsens them only when the construction is relatively acceptable.

025 A
0.00

-0.25

Z-Scores

-0.50

-0.75

strong island ~ weak island non-island strong island ~ weak island non-island

—s— inanimate —* animate

Figure 7. Sentences with and without intrusive pronouns

This can lead us to the same understanding of “island strength” as it is in
[Alexopoulou, Keller 2007] — more as a gradual concept than a discrete one.
Discrete definition of weak and strong islands has been developed by many dif-
ferent authors since the appearance of this term (e.g. [Ross 1967], [Cinque
1990], [Pesetsky 1987], [Rizzi 1990], [Lyutikova, Gerasimova 2021]). Accord-
ing to this definition weak islands are transparent only for some constituents, but
not to others, while strong islands prohibit all extractions. At the same time, re-
cent research shows that weak islands do not truly allow extraction of “allowed”
constituents — its acceptability is not maximal, but intermediate (e.g. [Kush et al.
2017; Sprouse et al. 2016], see also [Atkinson et al. 2016; Villata et al. 2016]).
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This goes in line with the graduality of the acceptability judgments. The first
urge is to postulate the graduality of grammar itself. We won’t be alone in it.
With the development of experimental methods and methods of statistical
analysis, gradient grammar theories are developing fast nowadays. Some of them
account only for grammatical constraints, e.g., linear optimality theory, presented
in [Keller 2009]. Others consider also cognitive load, for example self-organized
sentence processing grammar derived model or SOSP-GD (see the most recent
work on islands in this framework [Vilata, Tabor in press]). Finally, some stud-
ies exclude grammar and reduce gradience in acceptability to the difference of
processing of different constructions (e.g., [Deane 1991; Hofmesiter, Sag 2010]).

Although our results may not fully speak in favor of any of these theories, it
can be evidence that island constraints are really more gradual, than discrete
phenomena. Otherwise, from the traditional point of view we should have said
that ¢to construction is “peninsula” — it is somehow better than CNP and
worse than ctoby construction regarding the object extraction. Without any
statements pro or contra any of different approaches (since it lies outside the
scope of our work) we will just note this graduality as another one fact to con-
sider regarding the nature of island constraints.

Thus, the use of various experimental methods shows the same results: the
presence of intrusive pronouns in island structures not only shows no evidence
of “repairment” or amelioration of an illicit island extraction, but also makes the
sentences less acceptable. This is true for the data obtained using all methods.

At the same time, when using a Likert scale for all the structures studied, an
effect of animacy on the acceptability was found — sentences where an inani-
mate object was extracted, on average, were rated higher than sentences with
an animate object. It is noteworthy that the ability to detect statistically signifi-
cant differences between sentences with an animate and inanimate object cor-
relates with the predicted acceptability of conditions. Thus, for sentences with
the object extraction from a relative clause with a ¢toby ‘so that’ we could ex-
pect that intrusive pronouns should definitely worsen acceptability, since this
structure is not island and, as a result, does not need “repair”. Despite the fact
that the presence of an intrusive pronoun worsened the acceptability judgments
in all structures, in sentences with ctoby the presence of an intrusive pronoun
made it impossible to distinguish between sentences with an animate and in-
animate object (although the scores of these conditions turned out to be signifi-
cantly higher than in non-grammatical fillers). Interestingly, this also correlates
with the results of Experiment 2, which revealed differences in animacy only
for constructs with ¢to ‘that’.
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At the same time, the object extraction from the island of a complex noun
phrase, which is deliberately unacceptable, did not allow us to reveal differ-
ences in the scores of the extraction of an animate and inanimate object both in
the presence of an intrusive pronoun and in its absence (formally, these condi-
tions were judged significantly worse than conditions without an intrusive pro-
nouns, but in fact both are unacceptable as they are statistically indistinguish-
able from non-grammatical fillers). Thus, for unacceptable sentences, it again
turns out to be impossible to reveal the differences in judgments for animate
and inanimate objects.

As for sentences with cto, in respect of which there is no unequivocal opin-
ion as to whether they are island structures, then, apparently, if we consider it
a weak island in the same sense as [Alexopoulou, Keller 2007], then we get the
whole picture. In this case, for strong islands it is impossible to find a statisti-
cally significant difference between sentences with the extraction of an animate
and inanimate object, for weak islands this difference is available both in the
presence of an intrusive pronoun and in its absence (apparently, its presence
lowers the ratings not strongly enough), in the case, if the structure is not an
island, this distinction is found when the intrusive pronoun is absent, and not
when the intrusive pronoun is present. This can be summarized in Table 8.

Table 8. The ability to detect the difference between the scores of stimuli
with the extraction of an animate and inanimate object

in different island structures in the presence/absence of an intrusive pronoun

Weak island Strong island | Non-island

With intrusive pronoun — + +

Without intrusive pronoun — + —

Of course, the data obtained can show this dependence of the possibility of
statistically significant differentiation for the extracted objects’ animacy on the
type of structure and for some other reason — after all, initially, animacy was
only an interfering variable and the lack of stimulus material could play a cruel
joke with us. In this regard, it seems important to conduct similar studies for
other structures, for which we already have assumptions, whether they are
strong islands, weak islands, or non-islands, in order to investigate whether this
correlation really depends on the type of island structure. If this correlation is
observed there, too, we will get a fairly convenient tool for determining the
type of structure. Non-declinable complementizers, which are expected to be
more acceptable, than declinable ones, are also to check in the future. Another
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promising direction seems to be conducting similar experiments with audio
stimuli, due to the fact that the construction with intrusive pronouns is more
characteristic of colloquial speech. It also seems important to check the influ-
ence of the embedding depth of the structure from which the extension occurs.
This, however, like other aspects and cases of the use of intrusive pronouns,
requires further research, the beginning of which was laid by this work.

5. Conclusion

In this pilot experimental study of intrusive pronouns, we set a goal to check
whether they ameliorate the island violations or not. We conducted two ex-
periments, using Likert scale and forced-choice methods. Considering strong,
weak and non-island constructions, our data shows that intrusive pronouns
lower acceptability of sentences in all conditions. However, if we consider ani-
macy as a main factor, we can use acceptability patterns as an indicator of con-
struction type, although it is to check in full-scale research.

Abbreviations

ACC — accusative case; GEN — genitive case; INS — instrumental case; LOC — locative case; PL —
plural.
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JIOKYC ABCOJIIOTHUBA
B CTPYKTYPE HEI'JIATOJIbHBIX ITPEJIUKATOB B A3bIKE KEKUM'

P. B. Cvtuea
MTI'Y umeru M. B. JlomoHOCOBa

B }laHHOﬁ CTaTb€ pacCMaTpHBa€TCsA HPO6JIEMa JIMIIEH3POBaHUA abco-
JIIOTHBA B HEIJIAI'OJIbHBIX IIpE€AWKATaX B A3BIKE KEKYH. OCBeIlIaeTCH Bapua-
THUBHOCTDb IIO3MIMHN abCoJIIOTMBHOTO TIOKa3aTeJisi OTHOCUTEJIbHO OCHOBBI B
TJIarOJIbHBIX M HEIJIArOJIbHBIX IIpEeANKaTaX B KEKYM. Hpe}lf[al"aeTCﬂ IIOIIBITKA
dHaJIn3a HO}IO6HOﬁ BaprUaTHUBHOCTH C TOYKHN 3PEHUA MOp(l)OCI/IHTaKCI/IIIeCKI/IX
OHepa].IHﬁ, BhI3bIBaeMbIx Infl 11 v B CTPYKTYp€ HErJiarojJibHbIX IpearKaTOB.

KitioueBble cjioBa: MalissHCKUe S3bIKY, KeKYU, HerJlaroJbHble IpeJuKaThl,
JIMIEH3MpOBaHNe abCcoJII0TUBRA.

Jusa nutupoBaHuna: CerueB P.B. Jlokyc abcosoTuBa B CTPYKType HerJa-
TOJIbHBIX IIPEAMKATOB B A3bIKe Kekuu // Tumnosornsa MOpGOCHUHTAKCUIeCKUX
napaMmeTpos. 2021. Tom 4, Bein. 2. C. 128-145.

" ABTOp BBIpaXxaeT GJIaroJapHOCTD 3a OOCYXIEHHE OCHOBHBIX MOJIOXEHUI CTaThH ayAUTOPUU
11-i1 mexxayHapoaHoi koHdepeHnnu «Tunosiorus MopdOCHHTaKCUYeCKUX [TapaMeTpoB» (OKTSO0phb
2021, Mocksa), a taxxke II. C. Iiemak 1 aHOHMMHBIM pelleH3eHTaM JI0KJIaJa U JaHHOI paboThl,
Y KOMMEHTApUU U MpeAIoXKeHNs MOMOTJIN 3HAUUTEJIbHO YJIYUIINTDh HACTOAIIYI0 CTaThio. Bee
BO3MO>XHEIE OIIMOKU OCTAIOTCS HAa COBECTU aBTOpA.
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THE LOCUS OF ABSOLUTIVE IN THE STRUCTURE OF
NON-VERBAL PREDICATES IN THE Q’EQCHI’ LANGUAGE"

Roman Sychev
Lomonosov Moscow State University

The article discusses the problem of the absolutive licensing in non-
verbal predicates in the Q’eqchi’ language. The article highlights the vari-
ability of the position of the absolutive marker in relation to the stem in
verbal and non-verbal predicates in Q’eqchi’. An attempt to analyze such
variability is proposed from the point of view of morphosyntactic operations
caused by Infl and v in the structure of non-verbal predicates.

Keywords: Mayan languages, Q’eqchi’, non-verbal predicates, absolutive
licensing.
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1. BBenenue

FeHeTHUYECKU A3BIK KEKYU BXOJUT B KHMUEAHCKYIO0 TPYIIYy MaHAHCKUX S3BIKOB.
PacrnipocTpaHéH npeumylilecTBeHHO B I'BareMasie (menaprameHTH AyibTa Bepa-
nac, baxa Bepanac, Kuue, Hca6ans, Ileten), a Takke B benuse (peruoH r. To-
Jeno). OTO 3PraTUBHBIN A3BIK C BEPIIMHHBIM TUIIOM MapKUpoBaHUsA. JIMuHoe
MapKHPOBAHME OCYIIECTBJIAETCA C MOMOIIBI0 ABYX CEPHil MapKepoOB: 3praTuB-
Hble MapKephl, JJIA KOTOPhIX B MaMsAHCKON JIMHTBUCTUKE NPUHATO Ha3BaHUE
«cepus A», u abCoIIOTUBHBIe — cepus B. Mapkepsl cepuni A BBIpaXXalOT rpaM-
MaTU4ecKue 3HaueHUsA cyObeKTa NmepexogHOro AeMCTBUA M moceccuBa. Mapke-
phl cepuu B — 3HaueHUs HelepexoqHOr0 CyObeKTa U IMepexXOJHOro oObeKTa
(1). Tak, B npuMepe (1) MBI BUAWUM, YTO CUHTAKCHYECKHWE OTHOIIEHUS KOOUPY-
oTca apdukcaMu B CTPYKType mpedukara Xxinxtiw: mopdema spratmpa -X KO-
nupyert areHc (aj tz’ul ‘MypaBeil’) Ipu 3TOM IOJIHAsA UMEHHas rpymnmna aj tz’ul He
noJiydaeT Mop@OJIOTMYecKOro MapKUpoBaHuA; Mopdema abCoJII0THUBA -in KO-
IUpyeT 0OBEKT MepexoJHOro JaercTBus (MeHs). Tak Kak KeKuyu — 3To pro-drop-

A3BIK, ITIOJIHOE MECTOMMEHME HE ABJIAECTCA HeO6XO}I[I/IMBIM.

(1) x-in-x-tiw jun a  tz’ul
COMPL-15G.ABS-3SG.ERG-KOJIOTb ART CLF  MypaBei
‘Mens ykycua mypaseil.” (kekuu [ALMG 2004: 182])

B pa6otax [Bricker 1977] u [Coon et al. 2014] oTmeuaeTcs MpeaCTaBJISIO-
mass WHTepeC BapUaTHUBHOCTH IIOJIOXKEHUs aOCOJIIOTUBHBIX IIOKa3aTesiell B
CTPYKType IpeauKaTa B MalAHCKUX A3BIKaX. ABTOPHI JIeJIAT MalsAHCKUE A3BIKU
Ha [iBe TPYNIBL A3BIKM C «BBICOKMM» aOCOJIIOTUBOM (‘HIGH-ABS’) U «HU3KUM»
(‘LOW-ABS’). B sA3bIKax ¢ «BBICOKAM» abOCOJIIOTMBOM B CJIy4yae IepeXOHbIX IJIaro-
JI0B aOCOJIIOTUBHBIM MapkKep cjieflyeT cpa3y Xe 3a MapKepoM acleKkTa U Ipem-
[IeCTByeT 3praTUBHOMY Mapkepy. B ciiydyae xe HemepexOJHBIX IJ1arojioB abco-
JIIOTUBHBIN MapKep pacroJjiaraeTcs HelmOoCPeJCTBEHHO CJieBa OT KOpHA. B A3bI-
KaX C «HU3KUM» abCOJIIOTUBOM aOCOJIIOTMBHBIN MapKep MOosABJAeTCA B QUHAIIb-
HOW MO3UIIMU, TO €CTh CJIEAyeT Iocje oCHOBHI ry1arosia [Coon et al. 2014: 191]
(trabsmna 1).

Tabaunua 1. [Mo3unus abcoroTuBa B MaliHCKUX A3bIKax [Coon et al. 2014: 12]

HIGH-ABS | ASP ABS ERG ROOT SUFFIX

LOW-ABS | ASP ERG ROOT SUFFIX ABS
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F'oBOpsA 0 MaAHCKOM abCOJIIOTMBHOM MapameTpe (Tabsuia 1), Heo6xXoauMOo
TaKkXe pacCMOTPeTh BHI3BIBAIOIIYI0 MHTEpPEC CBA3b MeX[y Io3ulueil abcosiro-
TUBHOI'O 3KCIIOHEHTA U JIMIIeH3UPYIllell ero BepIIMHON. BrnepBble 3Ta CBA3b
ObL1a BBIsABJIEHA B paborte [Tada 1993]. ABTop paccyxmaeT o HOKyCHBIX aHTU-
NIaCCUBHBIX KOHCTPYKLUMAX B MAMAHCKUX S3BIKAX U 3aMeyaeT CJIeAYIOUIYI0 3aBU-
CUMOCTbD. B sA3bIKaX, B KOTOPBIX OTMeYaeTcs rmapameTp [+ FOCUS ANTIPASSIVE], TO
€CThb HaJInuue CreluaJbHBIX KOHCTPYKIIUHN, MO3BOJIAIIINX U3BJIeKaTh 3praTUB-
HBII aprymMeHT, MapKep abCOJIIOTUBA HAaXOAUTCS, B OCHOBHOM, B TaK Ha3bIBae-
MOM «BBICOKOM>» IOJIOXEHUH, TO €CTh CIpaBa OT acleKTyaJbHOro rnokasaTesisa 1
cJieBa OT 3PraTUBHOIO MOKa3areJis, JIM0O0 B cJiyyae HelepeXOQHBIX IJ1arojioB —
OT KOpHA. [IpMepoM Takoro sA3blKa MOXeT CJIYKUTh MHTEPECYIIUN Hac KeKYu
(2). B To Bpemsa Kak B A3BIKaX C mapaMeTpoM [-FOCUS ANTIPASSIVE], TO ecTh 6e3
YIIOMSAHYTOM acCUMMETPUU U3BJIEUEHUs] 3PraTUBHOrO aprymeHTta, abCOJIIOTUB
pacroJsiaraeTcs B KpaiiHeM IIPaBOM, «HU3KOM» TOJIOXKEHUU.

(2 U cheek’el wing x--tenq’a-nk

ART  CTaphIi MYX4MHa  COMPL-3SG.ABS-IOMOTaTh-AP
r-e li ch’ajom.
3SG.ERG-RN ART  MaJIbUMK

‘IMeHHO cTapuK MOMOT MajibuuKy.” (kekuu [ALMG 2004: 118])

Tak, B (2) MBI BUAUM, YTO [AJis M3BJIeUEHUs areHca NMepexOoHbIN rJjiaroJi Imo-
MOraTh tenqg’a CTaHOBUTCA HeNepeXxOAHBIM MOCPECTBOM aHTUIIACCUBU3ALMU C
nomoteio cyddurkca aHTUMaccuBa -nk.

B [Coon et al. 2014: 17] npuBOgUTCA UHTEPIPETAIS MANHAHCKOTO abCOJIo-
THUBHOTO MmapamMeTpa u 0600imenus [Tada 1993] u nocTyaupyeTcs 3aBUCUMOCTb
MO3UIU abCOJIIOTUBHOI'O 3KCIIOHEHTa OT JIMI[€H3UPYIOIlel ero BeplinHbl. Tak,
13 TaOJULB 2 BUAHO, YTO «BBICOKUI» aOCOJIIOTUB JIMIIEH3UPYETCS BBICOKOM

dyHKIIMOHAIPHOM BepmuHOH Infl°, B TO BpeMs KaK «HU3KU» — BEPIINHON V°.

Ta6auna 2. MaisHcKui abCOJTIOTUBHBIN TapaMeTp U JIMIeH3UPOBaHNe aGCoTI0THBA

[Coon et al. 2014: 17]

HIGH-ABS | ABS assigned by Infl°

LOW-ABS | ABs assigned within vP

B [Legate 2008] nmpepnjiaraeTrcs pasjinuyeHue AByX aOCOJIIOTUBOB: ABS=NOM U
ABS=DEF. Takum oOpa3oM, ABS=NOM (pucyHOK 1) oTmeuaeTrcAa B HIGH-ABS-
A3BIKAX, a ABS = DEF (PUCYHOK 2) — B LOW-ABS-A3BIKaX.
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InflP

ﬂ/\
PN

ABS Object V'

TN

v’ VoiceP
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Subject  Voice'
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\ tObject

PucyHok 1. ABS=NOM

InflP

N

Infl° vP

N

v’ VoiceP

TN

Subject  Voice'

N

Voice® VP

RN

\A Object

ABS

PrcyHOK 2. ABS = DEF

B HIGH-ABS-A3bIKax (pUCYHOK 1) magex, peajn3yeMblll Kak aOCOJIIOTUB, MPU-
nuckiBaeTcs BepmuHo# Infl, To ecTs, o cyTH, ABJIAeTCA abCTPAKTHBIM HOMUHA-
TUBOM. B TO xe BpemMs B LOW-ABS-A3BIKax IOCJI€ MHIePEHTHOr'0 MPUIKCHIBAaHUA
spratmMBa BepIIMHON V abCOJIIOTHB MPUNMCHIBAETCA CTPYKTYPHO B CUJIy CBOEU
CUHTaKcHh4eckou nosunuu. To ectb equHcTBeHHadA UI' B obyiacTty, He MOJIyYUB-

masa nagex, nojydaeT AedosTHbIM nagex [Marantz 1991]. Ototr medosaTHBIN
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najiexx peanusyercsa Kak aOcosoTuB. TakuM oOpasoM, peannsanus aObCTpakxT-
HOro abcoJII0THBa He OAVMHAKOBA AJ1A HIGH-ABS 1 LOW-ABS-A3BIKOB.

[To HameMy HaOJIIOAEHUIO, BCe KNYEAHCKHUE A3BIKA OTHOCATCA K IpyIIe C
«BBICOKMM>» abcosiloTuBoM. Tak, Hanpumep, B npumepe (3) (kekuu) MBI BU-
UM, 4YTO aOCOJIIOTUBHBIN MapKep cjeAyeT cpa3y Xe 3a MapKepoM KOMJIETU-
Ba, NIpeAIIeCTByA 5PraTUBHOMY MapKepy, 3a KOTOPHIM yXe CJieAyeT IJ1arojb-

HaA OCHOBaA.

(3) x-in-aa-sik’.
COMPL-1SG.ABS-2SG.ERG-HICKaTh
“Tpl ckasi/-a MeHA.” (kekuu [ALMG 2004: 104])

B 0OJIBIIIMHCTBE KMYEAHCKUX A3BIKOB (HIGH-ABS) aOCOJIIOTUB IIOABJIAETCA CJIe-

Ba OT JIEKCHMYECKOI'O KOPpHA TAaKXE 1 B CJIy4d€ HErJIaroJIbHbIX IMMpearKaTOB (4)

(4) in yowab’.
1SG.ABS 0O0JILHOI

‘Al 6oseH.” (kuue [Suy Tum 1988: 76])

Tak, (4) JeMOHCTPUPYET, UTO B A3bIKE KHue abCOJIIOTUB IOABJIAETCA B JIEBOU
Mo3UlMKU. BaXkHO OTMETHUTh, UTO CBSI3aHHBIE M CBOOOJHBIE (He3aBHUCHMbIE JINY-
Hble MeCTOMMeHUs1) MapKephl abCOJII0THBA B KMUe He OTJIUYaloTcsA (1o KpalHei
Mepe, (OHOJIOTUYECKH), a TaKXKe, corjiacHO opdorpaduu, IpUHATON AkageMuen
MalAAHCKUX A3BIKOB I'BaTeMaJibl, B A3bIKe KY€ Ha MHChbMe aOCOJIIOTUBHBINA Map-
Kep, YNOoTpeOJEHHBIN C IJIaroJIbHbIM MpeauKaToOM, IMUIIETCA BHYTPU CJI0BOdOpP-
MBI, B TO BpeMs Kak abCOJIIOTUBHBIN MapKep, YIIOTPeOJIEHHBIN ¢ HerJiaroJbHbIM
peauKaToM, MUIIETCA OTAEJIbHO OT IMocjeaHero. BeiencTBre OTCYTCTBUS KO-
MyJIbl, CIelMaJbHBIX BpEMEHHBIX MOoKa3aTeJiel, a Takke HeaKKy3aTHBHOI'O Xa-
pakTepa apryMeHTa HerJjiarojbHbIX IIpequKaToB Mbl Bejief 3a [Coon 2013] cuwm-
TaeM MaHAHCKUe SI3bIKM OMHMIIpeUKATUBHBIMU. B OMHUINpEIUKAaTUBHOM S3bI-
Ke HabJofaTcss MoOpdoJioruvyeckKre OTJIMYUA MeXy JIeKCHUUYeCKMMH KJiacca-
MU, O[JHAKO He HaOJIIJaeTCs CUHTAKCUYeCKUX OTJIMYUN MeXIy rJiarojioM U He-
rjiarosioM. To ecTh, ¢ CHHTAKCUYECKOU TOYKHW 3pEHMs, B OMHUIIpeUKATUBHOM
s3pike V=Pred. B KnueaHCKHX s3bIKax BbIJIeJIsAeTCs 0A30BBIN IMOPAIOK CJIOB:
VOS. Takum o6pa3zoM, 6a30BBII NOPAJOK CJIOB C HErJarojbHBIM IpeauKaToOM:
Pred-O-S. Ilpu stom O u S B ommcaHuu 6a30BOTrO MOPAAKA CJIOB — IIOJIHBIE
MMeHHbIe Tpymmbl. Yowab’ (601bHOM) B (4) mpejcTaBiisieT cOO0M HerIarobHBIN
npeaukart. In (1SG.ABS) B (4) pacmoJiaraercs cjeBa OT HerJaroJjbHOTO Mpeau-
kata. KoHcTpykiusa *yowab’ in 6suta 661 HerpamMmatuyHoi [Suy Tum 1988].
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Takum oOpa3oM, Mbl cuuTaeM in B (4) aOCOJIIOTUBHBIM MapKepoM, a He MOJIHBIM
MecTonMeHueM. [ToaToMy mpeacTaBJiAeTCA YMECTHBIM, U OoJjiee TOro, He0OXO-
JUMBIM, TIPOBOUTH AajibHelInee cpaBHeHue (4) u (7). B 1iesiom ke, Kak Npem-
CTaBJIAETCSA, JAHHBIN BOIPOC ABJIAETCA MPEeAMETOM OTAeJIbHOU OOCTOATEIbHOU
paboTHI.

[Tpu sTOM clieAyeT OTMETUTh TaKXe, YTO KEeKYU ABJIAETCA OMHUIIpeqUKaTHB-
HBIM A3BIKOM [Launey 1994] (xak u Bce mausaHckue [Coon 2013]), To ecTh Ta-
KM, B KOTOPOM BC€ OCHOBHBIE YACTH PeYd MOTYT BHICTYNaTh IpeguKatamu 0e3
HeoOX0AUMOCTH MOP(QOJIOTHUYECKUX JAepUBalMi M 0e3 M3MeHeHHA HX 3Haue-
HusA. [loaToMy MBI IIpefnojiaraeM, 4To JieKCU4eckas BepIInHA, He3aBUCHUMO OT
TOTO, KaKOU XapaKTep OHa MMeeT (IJIaroJjibHbIM WJIM HerJIaroJjbHbIN), pacloJia-
raeTcs B OJHOM U TOM Xe IO3UIUH.

Crpykrypa ¢puHUTHOUI nepexoqHou (5) u HenepexoaHOH (6) Ky1ay3sl B KEKYU

rnoMemaeT MapKep abcoJIlI0TUBA CJIeBA OT OCHOBHI.

’

(5) x-at-ga-sik’ chaq sa’ Kayiil

COML-2SG.ABS-1PL.ERG-UCKaTh PROG PRE  PBIHOK

ab’an ink’a’ x-at-qa-taw.
HO NEG COML-2SG.ABS-1PL.ERG-HaXOQUTh
‘Mb1 uckanu Teba Ha pbiHKe, HO He Hauwiu.” (kekun [ALMG 2004: 166])

(6) hulaj t-oo-chal-q laa’o.
3aBTpa POT-ZPL.ABS-HPI/IXOI[I/ITI)-SS MBbI

‘Mel npugém 3aBTpa.’ (kekuu [ALMG 2004: 337])

OpmHako B ciIydae HerJsarojibHbIX mpemaukatoB (NVPs, non-verbal predicates)
B A3bIKE KeKyr MopdeMa abCoJIIoTHBA CJIeyeT 3a OCHOBOM BMECTO OXKIaeMO-

T'o IoJIOXeHUA cjieBa oT Heé (7).

(7) a Kk’aleb’aal-in laa’in.
CLF  KpeCTbsAHMH-1SG.ABS 5

‘A kpecThAHUH.’ (kekuu [ALMG 2004: 19])

Takum o6paszoM, 1leJib JAaHHOW PabOThHl — MOMBITKA OOBACHUTH MOAOOHOTO
pO/Jia BApUaTHUBHOCTD MOJIOXKEHUA ITOKa3aTesiA abCOJIIOTHUBA B A3BIKE KEKUU.

B paspesie 2 npeAcTaBjieHa CTPYKTypa HerJjiaroJjibHOU INpequKaluu B A3bIKE
kekuu. Pazfen 3 comepxut nH@opmaruio 00 OCHOBHBIX MOP(GOCHUHTAKCUYECKUX
ornepanusax B CTPYKType HerJiaroJibHbIX MPeauKaToOB B A3bIKe Keud. B pasnesne 4

NMoABOAATCA KpaTKKWE UTOI' MCCJIEJOBAHUA.
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2. ApxUTeKTypa HerJiaroJibHOHM mpeguKaiuy B A3bIKe KEKYH

ITogpasges 2.1 conepXUT apryMeHTHI B I0JIb3y BblAeJIeHUsA cyddukca craTyca
BO BCeX THIIaX HerJIarojbHBIX IIPeAUKATOB B A3BIKE KEKYW, apryMeHTHpYyeT IOo-
CTyJIMpOBaHNE HaJM4YWA V B CTPYKType HerJiaroJjbHbIX NpPeJuKaToB, a TaKXe
JIEeMOHCTpPHUpPYEeT, YTO JIOKyCOM abCOJII0THBA B HEIJIaroJIbHBIX NpeAuKaTax ABJIA-
erca v. [logpasgen 2.2 qeMOHCTpUpPYeT apXUTEKTYpPy HerJaroJjibHOU MpeauKa-

OV B A3BIKE KEKYM.

2.1. Cypduxc craryca

Msl nmpepamnosiaraeM, 4To B OTJIMYME OT HErJIaroJIbHBIX NPeAuKaToB B APYTUX
MaUAHCKUX A3bIKAaX, HerJjiarojbHble NMpeauKaThl B KeKYU UMeT cypdukc cra-
TycCa, KOTOPBII MOXET IOMOYb OOBACHUTH (PUHAIBHYIO ITO3ULMI0 a0COJIIOTHBA.

B o0mieM cilydyae KaTeropus craryca B MaMsACKUX A3bIKaX HAaXOAUTCA B CJIOX-
HBIX MepapXUYeCKUX OTHOIIEHUAX, BO-NIEPBBIX, C KaTeropyusAMU BpeMeHN/aclieKTa/
MOJAJIBHOCTH, BO-BTOPBIX, C I€PEXOAHOCTHI0 NpearKaTa, B-TpeTbuX, ¢ ¢GOHOJIO-
TMYeCKUMM XapaKTepUCTUKAMU NPeJUKATUBHOTO KOPH:A, B-4YETBEPTHIX, C IIpa-
BOU (pOHOJIOTMYECKOU IpaHuLier kiay3sl [Pye 1991].

Besien 3a [Aissen 1992; Coon 2013; Coon et al. 2014; Mateo Pedro 2015]
XOCTOM rpaMMeM KaTeropuu CcTaTyca MbI oJjiaraem v’.

B sA3biKe KeK4u BbiAessAeTcA ABa cyddukca kareropuu craryca: -k (rjryxomn
CMBIYHBIN BeJIAPHBIN) (/14 BBIpaXeHUA TaK Ha3bIBAeMOro «He-OyayIlero Bpe-
MeHWN») U -q (TJIyXOM CMBIYHBIN YBYJIAPHBIN) (71 BBIpaXXeHUsA «OyayIiero Bpe-
MeHM») [Stewart 2016: 59; Tzoc, Alvarez 2004: 92]. Camo Hanmuuue cybdukca
KaTeropyMm craryca B A3bIKe KeKYM YKa3blBaeT Ha HelepexOAHOCTh IIpeauKaTa.
B ri1aroJyibHON HemepexOoAHOI MpeduKkanuu cy@dukc -k ymorpebiseTcs, Kak
IIPABUJIO, BMECTE C acleKTyaJIbHBIMM MOKa3aTeIAMU KOMIUIETUBA U MHKOMILIe-
TuBa (8). B TOo Bpemsa kak cydduKc - — ¢ nmokasareaaMu noreHnuanuca (oy-

Typyma B TepMuHoJioruu [Robertson 1992]) u onraTtuga (9).

(8) nak-in-log’o-k.
INC-1SG.ABS-TIOKYIIaTh-SS
‘/I mokynaro.” (kekuu [Tzoc, Alvarez 2004: 93])

(9) ch-e’-war-q
OPT-3PL.ABS-CIIATh-SS
‘uToOBI OHM ycHYIU (kekuu [Tzoc 2004: 60])
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TakuM obpa3owm, -k yroTpebiseTcsa B cilydae, eCjid CEMAaHTHKA IpeIuKaI[i
He BKJIIOYaeT 3HaueHHs U3 30HBbI MOJAJIbHOCTU, B TO BpeMs Kak -g yrnotpeodJis-
eTcsA IJIs BeIpaXXeHUsA MOJIaJIbHbIX 3HAaUYeHU.

Haiire npe/inoJjioXkeHre COCTOUT B TOM, UYTO BCe HerJiarojibHble MpeuKaThl B
A3bIKE KeKUYU UMeIT cydPUkc craryca.

13 pabor [Caz Cho 2007] u [Stewart 2016] M3BECTHO, YTO IMO3UIIOHHbIE
HerJiarojbHble peAUKaThl, a TakKXe HerJaroJibHble MpeauKaThl ¢ (poHOoIorHYe-
ckoit popmyoit C'VC-Clo/u o6aagaT cybdukcamu craryca (10).

(10)  chunchuu-k-in.

CUAINI-SS-1SG.ABS
‘A cuxy.’” (kekuu [Stewart 2016: 118])

BoJiee Toro, MoxHo HabJII0aTh HEKOTOpPOE MOoA0OKe mapagurMbl CIPSKEHMS
HEIJIaroJIbHBIX MPEeIUKaTOB, U3 Yero MOXHO CAeJIaTh BBIBOJ O CYIIECTBOBAHUM

Takxe HyJieBoro cyddukca craryca (11a).

(11) a. ch’iilambil-D-at.
HaKa3aH-SS-25G.ABS

“Tel Haka3aH.’ (kexuu [Stewart 2016: 118])

b. ch’iilambil-aq-at.
HaKa3aH-SS-25G.ABS

‘Te1 Oymems Haka3aH.” (kekuu [Stewart 2016: 118])

B (11b) cmpaBa OT KOpPHA W CJieBa OT MOKa3aTressA abCOJI0THBA BO3HUKAaEeT
no3unusa A cyboukca craryca. [1o HalleMy MHEHMIO, CIIpaBeJIMBO MPeLIIo-
JIOXKWUTh HaJIMYMe TAKOM Xe mo3uiuu 1 B (11la), KOTOpyl 3aHMMAaeT, KaK MBI
noJiaraeM, (OHOJIOTUYECKUN HOJIb. TakuM oOpa3oMm, B A3bIKE KEKYW MBI Bblje-
JsieM Tpu cybdukca craryca: -k, -q u -¢0. HyneBoi cybdukc craryca, o Ha-
1eMy MHEHMIO, BO3HMKAeT BO BCeX HErJIaroJIbHBIX MpeguKaTax, CeMaHTHUKa KO-
TOPBIX HE BKJIIOYAeT 3HauYe€HWA M3 30HBI MoAasbHOCTU (12a), MckKIoYasa Mo3u-
I[MOHHbIE TIPeAUKAaThl, B KOTOPBIX B 3TOM cJiydyae cypdukc craryca obpeTaet
donosornueckywo dopmy -k (13). Cybdukc craryca -¢ B CTPYKType HerJia-
TOJIPHOTO TIpeAuKaTa TakK Xe, KaKk U B CJIydyae C IJIaroJIbHBIMHM NpeAuKaTaMHu,

yKkasbiBaeT Ha MojiaibHOCTh (11b, 12b).

(12) a. yaj-D-in ewer.
00JIbHOI-SS-15G.ABS ~ Buepa

‘Buepa s 6pu1 OosieH.” (kexkuu [Stewart 2016: 120])
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b. yaj-aq-in.
00JIbHOM-SS-1SG.ABS

‘Bo3MoxkHO, 51 60y1eH.” (Kekun [Stewart 2016: 120])

(13)  yoo-k-in chi se’ek.
PR-SS-1SG.ABS PRE  CMeAThCA

‘I cmeroch.” (kekuu [ALMG 2004: 100])

Tak kak Mbl IOCTyJIMpyeM Haiuuuve cyddukca craTyca Bo BCeX THIAX He-
rJIaroJIbHBIX MIPEeQUKATOB B SA3BIKE KEKUYM, TO MbI MIOCTYJIMPYEM B UX CTPYKTYpe
TaKxe U V.

B [Coon 2010: 63] npuBoautca ob6oO0iieHre AJi BEPIIMHBL V B MAaWAHCKUX

A3BIKaX C HU3KUM adocostroTusoM (14).

(14) Bce BHyTpeHHHE apryMeHThI OJIXHBI I10JTy4aTh aOCOJIOTUB OT BEPIIMHEI V.
Bce BepIIMHBL V IOJDKHBI Ha3HAYaTh aOCOIIOTHUB BHYTPEHHEMY apryMeHTy .

Mesl npejjiaraeM pacCMaTpHBaTh rJiarojibHble MpeauKaThl B KeKYM KakK HIGH-
ABS, a HerJjiarojibHble — Kak LOW-ABS Ha ocHoBaHnM 000061eHus [Tada 1993] o
3aBUCUMOCTH MO3UIMU aOCOJIIOTUBHOIO MOKa3aTeJsiA OT NPUIKCHIBAIOIen abco-
JIIOTHUB BepIIMHBL [To3TOMYy cuMTaeM BO3MOXHBIM pacrnpocTpaHuTh (14) Takxke
Ha HerJiaroJibHble MpeJuKaThl B KeKYM, TaK KaK MOCTYJIUPYEM B HUX CTPYKType
cJor VP. AprymMeHT HerJiarojibHbIX IMpPeJAUKaTOB B A3BIKE KEK4YM, II0 HalleMy
MHEHHUIO, MoJIy4aeT abCOIIOTUB OT BEPILIUHBEI V.

Takum oO6pa3oM, v HerJiaroJibHBIX IpeJuKaToB o0jiajaeT HEMHTepIpeTUpye-
MBIMU @-Tipu3HaKaMmu ([¢:_]) u ABIAeTcAa 30HAOM, Pa3bICKUBAIOIIUM HWHTEpIpe-

THUpyeMble ¢-tipu3Haku ([p:x]) (15).

(15)  [... p[V[g:] ... [... ARG[@:x]]1]

2.2. ApxyuTeKTypa HerJiaroJbHOH IpeauKanuu

HerJiaroJibHble MpeQuKaThl B SI3bIKE KEKYH JIUIIEHBI acIeKTyaJIbHbIX IMOKa3aTe-
Jei, cp. (16a) u (16b).

! “All internal arguments must be assigned (absolutive) Case by a v head; All v’s must assign
absolutive Case to an internal argument” [Coon 2010: 63].
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(16) a. b’ak’b’oo-k-in.
CBA3aHHBIN-SS-1SG.ABS
‘I cBasan.’ (kexuu [Stewart 2016: 123])

b. k-in-yaj-er.
COMPL-1SG.ABS-00JIbHOM-DER
‘I 3abosen.’ (kekuu [Stewart 2016: 123])

Tak, B (16b) mpencTaBsieH MHTPAaH3UTUBHBIN TJ1aroJ yajer, 06pa3oBaHHBIN C
IIOMOIIIBI0 JIepuBaIlMOHHOTO cyddukca -er OT HerJjarojbHOro KopHs yaj-. I'na-
TOJIbHBIN KOMILJIEKC yaj-er oOJiafjaeT acneKTyaJIbHbIM MOKa3aTejieM KOMILIeTHBa
k- B orsimune ot HerJsarojbHoOro xomiuiekca b’ak’b’ookin, He obJiagaroiiero ac-
MeKTyaJbHBIM ITOKa3aresem (16a).

A3bIk Kekun o6JafaeT acMMMeTpUel M3BJIeUueHUs 3PraTuBHOIO CyObeKTa
(cMHTaAKCUYEeCKOU 3praTUuBHOCTHIO). TO ecTh, B aKTUBHOM 3aJI0Te BHEIIHUU apry-

MEHT He MoXeT OBITh A'-U3BJIeUEH, BMECTO 3TOro HeobxoquMm aHTunaccus (17b).

(17) a. ani x-D-x-sak’?
WH  COMPL-3SG.ABS-3SG.ERG-y1apUTh

‘Koro on ygapun?’ (**Kto ero ygapun?’) (kekuu [Stewart 2016: 75])

b. ani x-J-sak’-o-k r-e?
WH  COMPL-3SG.ABS-y1apuUTbh-AP-SS  3SG.ERG-RN
‘KTo ero ymapun?’ (kekuu [Stewart 2016: 75])

B (17a) B pokyc BEIHOCUTCA O0BEKT. [Jisl BBIHECEeHHMs CyObeKTa HeoOXxoauMa
ocobas cHMHTaKcHUuyecKas KOHCTPYKIMsA aHTumaccuBa. B (17b) cemaHTuUuecKu
nepexonHbIi ryarosi sak’ (ymaputh) TpaHchOpMHPYETCS B MOPGHOJIOTUYECKU
HemepexXOoqHbIN KoMIuleke sak’-0-k mpu momomu addukca aHTUIIACCHUBA -0 U
cybdukca craTyca -k.

B [Deal 2016] yka3siBaeTcs, 4TO B CHHTAKCUYECKU 3PraTUBHBIX A3bIKAX ab-

COJIIOTUB He HabJ1io/1aeTcs B HeQUHUTHBIX Kjay3ax (18b).

(18) a. t-in-xik chi war-k.
POT-lSG.ABS-I/I}I[TI/I PRE CIIaTb-NMLZ

‘A motimy cnatp.’ (kekuu [Vinogradov 2019: 248])

b. xik w-e chi war-k.
UATU 1SG.ERG-RN PRE CIiaTb-NMLZ

‘Al ugy cnare.” Jlocsa.: ‘MHe uaTU cnathb.’
(xexun [Vinogradov 2019: 248])
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Tak, B (18a) npeacrapiieHa pUHUTHAA KJiay3a C moKa3aTesieM abCOJII0THUBA B
CTPYKType mnpeaukata. B To Bpems kak B (18b) — HeduHuTHas kiay3a 6e3 ab-
COJIIOTUBHOTO TOKa3aTeJis.

Kak yka3bpIBajioCh BHIIIE, A3BIK KEKYA — OMHUIIPeJUKATUBHBIN A3BIK. OT/IMune
rJIaroJIbHBIX IPeAUKATOB OT HEIJIaroJIbHBIX 3aKJII0YAETCS B CIOCOOHOCTH IIpHU-
COeVUHATH acleKTyaJIbHble MapKephl: IJ1arojibHble IpeqUKaThl MOTYT UMETh ac-
NeKTyasIbHbBIN Mokasatesib (16b), B To BpeMs Kak HerJiaroJibHble He MOTYT MMETh
acneKTyaJbHBIM Moka3aresb (16a). [IosTomy kputepreM (UHUTHOCTU JJiA He-
rJIaroJIbHBIX NMPeAUKATOB ABJIAETCA Hanure abCOJIIOTUBHOIO MOKa3aTesis.

Beyen 3a [Bowers 1993] u [Baker 2003] Mbl mpejmosiaraeM Hajim4ue Ipe-
JUKAaTUBHOU BeplinHBl Pred, crocoOHOM NHpHMHMMATh apryMeHT B KadyecTBe
koMmIiieMeHTa. CydduKCH cTaTyca B HErJlaroJIbHbIX IIpeAuKaTrax Cco3aroT CTa-
THUBHBIU MNpeguKaT B OTJUYME OT AWHAMUYECKOro IMpeauKaTa, c0o34aBaeMoro
rjiarojpHeIMU cyddurrcamu ctaTyca. Kak yka3slBajocCh BHIIIE, A3BIK KEKYH, KaK
1 BCe MaWsAHCKUE A3BIKU, He obsiagaet komysion [Coon 2013]. [TosaToMmy Herna-
rOJIbHbIE IIPpEeAUKAThl B KEKUYM He HYXJAITCA B Ollepally coeJuHeHuA (merge)
Pred’ u xopHs 1A o6pa3oBaHuA Pred’. Takum oOpa3oMm, JIEeKCUYECKUN KOPEHb
HEIoCpeICTBEHHO cOo37aéT BepinHy Pred®, a He HAXOAUTCSA B MO3UINU €€ KOM-
mieMeHTa. KommiemenTom Pred® siBjisieTcs mokasartesib abCOJIIOTMBHOIO COrJia-
coBaHus. ITosrydyaemasi Takum o6pa3zom PredP BmecTe ¢ v GopMuUpyioT cJioi VP.
ITocenHuii, B CBOIO o4yepenab, BMecTe ¢ Infl® Bxomut B InflP. Been 3a [Arm-
strong 2017] mbl cuutaem takyio Infl HeguHamumvyeckoin — Infl[-dyn] (20).

ba3oBbiil MOPAOOK CJIOB B KeKYU (KaK U BO BCeX KMYE€aHCKUX A3bIKaX) IJiA He-
rJIaroJIbHBIX IpequKallMil TaKOW Xe, KaKk U JiA rjaarojbHbix: NVP-O-S (19).
Tak, B (19) mepByio cjieBa NMO3ULMI0 3aHMMAET HerJIaroJbHBIM MpeaukaT «bora-

THIli», 3aTeM ciienyeT UI' ¢ uMeHeM cOOCTBEHHBIM U KJIacCU(PUKATOPOM.

(19) b’ihom-©@ laj Kux.
Oorateiii-3SG.ABS CLF  Kym
‘Kym 6oratsiii.’ (kekun [ALMG 2004: 220])

CornacHo [Aissen 1996: 451], B MalAHCKUX A3bIKax cnenudukatop PpyHK-
IIMOHAJIBHON KaTeropuu IpeAllecTByeT CBOeN BeplinHe, a crneluduKkaTop Jiek-

CUYECKOI KaTeropuu cJie[lyeT 3a CBOell BepiinHOI®. [ToaTomy Beief 3a [Aissen

% “Hence, the specifier of a functional category precedes its head. The subject, on the other
hand, follows V, suggesting that the specifier of a lexical category follows its head” [Aissen
1996: 451].
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1996] MBI pacnosiaraeM crnenudUKATOPbl JIEKCUYECKUX KaTeropui cCropasa, a
cnenuduKkaTopsl (PyHKIMOHAJIBHBIX KaTeropui — cjieBa. Kak ykasplBajoCh
BHIIIIe, KEKYN — 3TO Pro-drop-A3bIK C BEPIIMHHBIM THUIIOM MapKupoBaHUs. ITo-
3TOMY apryMeHTHI BEIpakeHbl MopdemMaMu B CTPYKType Ipedukara. B ciydae,
KOr[la apryMeHT AOINOJIHUTEJBbHO BbIpaXkeH MojiHOM DP, mocienHsAs npoenupy-

eTcAa crnpasa (21).

(20) InflP
[-dyn]

Infl° vP

N

V° PredP

stative / \

Pred’ Arg

(2D InflP
[-dyn]

N

Infl° yP
/ \
V° PredP

stative / \

Pred’

N

Pred’ Arg

3. Jlokyc aGcoJiloTUBa B CTPYKTyp€e HerJiaroJibHbIX IpeauKaToB
B KeKYH

[Mogpaspen 3.1 omuceiBaeT CBOMCTBA OCHOBHBIX (PYHKLIIMOHAJIBHBIX BEpIIWH, a
TaKxe Ollepalyy COIJIaCOBaHUA U NepefBUXEHHS B CTPYKType HerJarojbHbIX
npeaukaTos. B nogpasnese 3.2 NpoeMOHCTPUPOBAHB MOPGOCUHTAKCUYECKHE
omepanuy, npoucxomsdaiive BHyTpu InflP HersiarosbHBIX NMpeIUKATOB B A3BIKE

Keuu.
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3.1. CorytacoBaHue M nepeaABUXEHHE

TakuMm 006pa3oM, HerJiaroJibHble MpeauKaThl B KEKYM MPeACTaBJIAIT cO00U Ma-
JIyI0 KJ1ay3y.

Kak ykaseiBajsioch B 2.1, apryMeHT HerJiaroJibHbIX IpeqUKaToB IoJy4yaeT ab-
COJIIOTMB OT BepIIMHHI V. TakuM oOpa3om, IO HalleMy MHEHHI0, UMeeT MeCTO
nepeaBrkeHre BepmuH Pred-to-v-to-Infl (22) mogo6HO mepenBHXeHUI0 B TJIa-
roibHbIX mpeaukatax (V-to-v-to-Infl). Tak, B (22) mpeaukaTuBHAs BepINUHA,
co3faBaeMas KOpHeM, IOJAHMMAaeTCsA Ha NepBOM CcTaguu K Oojiee BBICOKOU
(pyHKIIMOHAJIBHOUN BepIIWHE V. 3aTeM JOCTUTaeT MO3MIUU BBICOKON (YHKI[HO-

HaJIbHOU BepmuHBI Infl.

(22) InflP
[-dyn]

N

Infl° + Pred® +v° yP

N

tv"stative PredP

N

[(0 :_] tPred° Arg
\ ROOT [p:x]
‘.. AGREE .~

3.2. MopdocunTakcuueckue onepanuu BHyTpu InflP B cTpykType NVPs

TakuM o6pa3om, MbI MpeAnoaraeM HyseBywo Infl B HerstarosibHbIX mpeguKaTax
B A3BIKE KeK4YU, KOTopas BbiOMpaeT cyddukc crtaryca B VP, a Takxke objagaer
EPP-npusHakoM. Takxe B HerJiaroJibHBIX MpeauKaTax B KeKYW Mbl HOCTYJIUPY-
€M BepIIMHY V, KoTopas o0JialaeT HEMHTEePIPETUPYEMBIM ¢-IIPU3HAKOM U CTa-
paeTcsa yCTPAaHUTh IOCJIEeOHMU, Pa3biCKMBasg WHTEPINPETHUPYEMBIU ¢-TIPU3HAK B
o6J1acTu Cc-KOMaHJOBaHMS.

[TpouiefypHO AJ15 HErJ1aroJbHbIX IPeJUKATOB MBI BBIAEJIAEM TPH Iara:

1. ba3zoBasa koHUrypauus

2. CorsyiacoBaHue

3. IlepensuxeHuve BepinH Pred-to-v-to-Infl
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MbI He moJiaraeM, 4TO aOCOJIIOTMBHBINA ITOKa3aTeslb KIUTHUKAJIM3YeTCs, TaK
KaK 30H/I COrJIacOBaHUsA B JaHHOM cjiydae He Infl, a v. [TosToMy aGCOJTIOTUBHBIN
IoKasaTeJib He nepeasuraetcs K Infl BMecTe ¢ KopHeM, a OCTaETCs HA MeCTe.

B xauecTBe WLIIOCTPAIIUU MOMBITAEMCA MPeACTaBUTh MOPGOCUHTAKCHUYECKHe
onepanuu Ajis (23) B (24).

(23) ixq-D-at.
JKEeHIIMHA-SS-25G.ABS
‘T xeHmHa.” (kekun [Berinstein 1985])

Takum o6pazom, B (24) Ha nepBOM dTane CTPYKTypa NOpoxaaeTcs B 6a30BOM
KoHurypanuu. 3aTeM V OTBICKHMBaeT HHTepIpeTHUpyeMbIil ¢-IpU3HAaK — B
JIAaHHOM CJIy4ae IloKasaTeJb 2 JI. efl. 4. abcoyoTuBa -at. 3aTeM UHULUNPYeTCsA
BepIUIMHHOE TepeaBmxkeHre Pred, co3maBaemMoil KOpHEM ixq.

(24) 1. bazoBas koH}UTypauus:
Linse INfL;, gopi Lp [Viwgr D1 [preap[prea iXq] [arg -at]]]

2. CoryiacoBaHue:

[inae INfl gppi [ [Viwey D1 predp [prea X1 [arg -at]1]

3. IlepenBurkeHye BepIIUH:

[inae Nl gpp [prea X1 Lp [Viwey D1 predp[prea ¢4 [arg -at]]]

B (25) mpenukat mpeacTtasysdeTr cobor npeAukaTuBHy0 DP, cocTosllyo u3s
ocHOBHI (b’ak’onel-)) u xiaccudukaTopa aj. B mogo6HBIX cIIyYasax, M0 HaIIeMy

MHEHUI0, NepeaBIKEeHUI0 To/IBepXKeHa BcsA mpeaukaTuBHasA DP, kak npejcTas-
JieHo B (26).

(25) a b’ak’onel-Q-in.
CLF  BO3HHYMM-SS-1SG.ABS

‘I Bosumumii.” (kekun [ALMG 2004: 226])

(26) 1. bazoBas koHUTypaLus:

[InﬂP II’lﬂ[+EPP] [VP [v[u(P] ®] [PredP [clf aj Pred lxq] [arg -in] ]]

2. CoryiacoBaHue:

Linae INfl s gppi Lp [Viwey D1 predpLeir @ prea X1 Larg -in11]

3. IlepenBukeHye BepPIIUH:

[InﬂP II’lﬂ[+EPP] [Pred [clf aj Pred lxq] [VP [v{uﬁﬁ} ®] [PredP [clf af Pred BGQ] [arg -at] ]]
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4. 3akJiloueHue

TakuMm o6pa3oM, pacCMOTpeB HerJiarojbHble NMPeauKaThl B SA3BIKE KEKYM, MBI
cliesiajii BBIBOZ, YTO BCe HerJiarojibHble IpeJuKaTbl UMerT cyd@PUKC KaTero-
puu craryca (-k, -q niu -@). Ucxonga u3 HanuuuA cypdukca cratyca Mbl TO-
CTYJINPOBAJIM Hajinuyue cjosA VP B CTPyKType HerJaroJjibHbIX IpeaukaToB. Tak-
Xe MpeAnoJIOXKWIN, YTO, HECMOTPS Ha JIMIleH3UpoBaHUe a0COJII0THBAa BepIU-
Hoti Infl B rjarosibHBIX mpeauKaTax, abCOJIIOTUB HETJIAarOJIbHBIX MPEeOUKATOB B
KeKYd MOXEeT JIMLIEH3UPOBAaThCA V°, UTO MOXET O0YCJIOBJIUBAThH €ro MpaByl OT

KOPpHA IIO3UIUIO.

CIMCOK yCJIOBHBIX COKpaIlleHUuu

1, 2, 3 — 1, 2, 3 nuio; ABS — abCOIIOTUB; AP — aHTUIACCUB; ART — apTUKJIb; CLF — KJIacCH-
(ukatop; COMPL — KOMIUIETHB; DER — JIepPHUBAaLMOHHBIN Cy(POUKC; ERG — 3praTus; INC — MHKOM-
IUTeTHB; NEG — OTpHI[aHue; NMLZ — IOKasaTeJlb HOMUHAIM3aluy; NOM — HOMUWHATHB; OPT —
ONTAaTUB; PL — MHOXECTBEHHOE YKCJIO; POT — MOTEHIMAJINC; PRE — IIPeAJIor; PROG — Iporpec-
CUB; RN — OTHOCHUTEJIBHOE CYILEeCTBUTEJIbHOE; SG — €IMHCTBEHHOE YHnCJIo; SS — cy(ddukc cra-

Tyca; WH — wh-Borpoc.
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